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ABSTRACT

Title: - Implementat1on of the Responsive Program .
A Reoort on Four Pianned Variation Commun1t1es
/

- Authors N1cho]as F Rayder, P1er1na Ng, and Anne'Rhodes
Date: ~ Narch, ]973 _ o o '7.' - /«‘{
I. Purpose

1h1S report descr1bes and eva?uates the 1mp1ementat10n of the Lauoratory
Responsive Educational Program (REP) in four participating Planned Variation
rommun1t1es Planned Variation (PV) is-a comprehens1ve educational exper1ment
"designed to co-ordirate c}asses’ progressing from Head Start (pre-school) to =
Follow Through- (K-3) so-as to provide participating children the cont1nu1ty of
Tearning within a single federa1]y -funded instrucfional model- for.their first five
. yedrs &f. forma] schooling. Tn the process of carrying out this evaluation, a new
 approach and framework for evaluation is proposed and ¢ xemp11f1ed

. <

jII;- Procedures ' ol o : s, v

’

'As an educatlona1 eva]uat1on, th1s effort breaks ground in severa1 ways

- Data reported come from asvar1ety of research and evaluat1on s1tuat1ons in four s
different communities, and are treated in the context of each 1nd1v1dua] commun1ty,
85 we]] as summar1zed across all fou _

~'Tne evaluat1on dea]s with ‘the 1mp]ementat10n prOcess and results per se,
"as well: as with outcome varTables in the context of: 1mp]ementat10n success.

: «fThe assessment cr1ter1a aré formu]ated to ref]ect the staced goa]s of the
aprogram oxalua1ed oo R . A i Co
- 1In E1ne W1th prggram obJect1ves, the outcome var1ao1es are spec1f1ed in terms ,]A
of the various components of the’ educat1ona1 proces s not in: reteronce to the :
,'ch1]d a]one S -, : ‘ . . _-u_ y : ’

"stated in terms of more genera] ]earn1ng and experTence cr1ter1a not standard-
jzed cests a]one R q- B . o L \\-,q :

i

-

- To meet the needs of some of these procedura1,1nn0vat1ons, some ‘new eva1uat1on
‘concépts and. instruments are devised and” successfu]Ty ‘applied. Demograph1c,

_economic, and:-classroom data.are- 1nterpreted in terms of 1nd1cators that relate - -

" to three central notions especially relevant to REP: Ab1]1ty to Attend (ATA),
ﬂh111ty to Respond (ATR), and’ Form of Exper1ence (FOE)

A ’ ' ' a

The enperwmenta] treatment is the cumu]at1ve 1mp]ementat1on of the REP program Its ~

‘objectives are: - v Lo ) : /- a0 e @ A

¥'the educat1ona} 1nst1tut1on shou1d respond to parents and co ch11dren,.

-5

- ahy formal educat1ona| program shou]d prov1de a. var1ety/of alternat1ves to meet
‘the needs of parents and their ch11dren,:’ T L

2

- the educat1ona] program shOUIa be respons1ve to the 1earner 5 background

:‘.
;o i
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”CU]turei and life sty1e; and. . B )

- schoois must cons1der what a ch1Td has 1earned before schoo1 entry

'Pr1mary c]assroom objectives of the REF lneIude heiping ch1]dren develop hea]thy

. self-concepts. and helping children develop their intellectual abilities. The REP
permits the learner to explore freely, and is structured so he is likely ‘to make -
-inteérconnected discoveries about the. phys1ca1, cu]tura], and social world. Prin-
c1p1es support1ng the REP approach 1nc1ude

—.ch11dren 1earn at d1fferent rates,
e - ch1idrcn 1earn at’ d1fferent t1mes,

C oy ] : . o

- ch1]dren Tearn best when 1nterested in what they re Iearn1ng
‘The Laboratorv s de11very system for the REP uses an in-service training program for
teac1ers/teach1ng assistants working through a. Program Advisor (PA). In this report,
separate Sections are devoted to 1mp1ementat1on evaluation as related to thz PA, the
_ Commun1ty and the School Systen the Classroom Process, Parent. Participation, Child -
- Services, and the Child. = . N N C ,
. F1nd1ng>. o o

Lty

The Program Adv1sor S ab1]1ty to. 1mplement the REP via in-service tra1n1ng for =) -

. teaching personne] is directly related to the quality of the Laboratory 5/
“"tra1n1no prapwam and mater1a1s ‘ \

An examination of - 13- forces 1mp1ng1ng on teacher behav1or Tndicates. that PA S exert’
a strong posilive influence, with the teaching assistant as a second pos1t1ve
;force these,Jatterns refiect the operat1on of the de11very system '

Teacher turno¢er rates affect PA conducted~tra1n1ng - In-service tra1n1ng must be-
:1no.v1dua11zed D1str1ct w1de teacher contracts can comp]1cate in- serv1ce program-
m1ng o e C, . A

'Ch11dren in PV c]assrooms defer from the genera] popu]at1on of ch1]dren in the

’ commun1ty Through, addition of teaching assistants from backgrounds similar to |
those of the children served, the PY Program has 1mproved the ethn1c ba]ance o
-between\adu1ts .and ch11dren 1n the c]assroom S P 7 ] :

Parent part1c1pat1on in the actual teach1ng/]earn1ng process is a key*ﬁactor )
Stanford Research Institute data shows -that all four REP PV communﬂt1es have more
parent: participation and 1nvo1vement than was found 1in compar1son commun1t1es
’se]ected by them x“ SRR o ST -

) P} PR R . . 7 .

:As to Form ‘of Exper1ence (FOE), ch]]dren 1n REP c]assrooms 1nft1ate more 1nteract1on

"7'w,th adults than occurs in non-REP classrooms. In the REP there is. s1gn1f1cant]y

. more self-teaching and also more “child- ~-teaching-another- child" behavior. -In the’
‘REP-adults ‘use sxgnwflcantiy more . "poswt1ve“ correction statements in. 1nteract1ons
with ch1ldnen EE :

ﬁ

" In REP c1assrooms the ‘child's "in- schoo] exper1ences are enJoyable and the: ch11d s

know]edge ‘base has. increased. Atteﬁdance for—REP children is s1gn1f1cant1y higher than'> |

_ for a-comparison group. Standardlzed tests (PSI, Boehm, Raven's, Wechsler) show
' ;sat1sfactory ach1evement 1eve1s for REP children as compared to nat1onal norms g

.- ‘a'i _‘. ' " . ) ‘—- -'v2 -“




1y Tonclusions:,

- The Planned Variation Proqram is .effective in delivering the’ REP to commun1t1es,

. though there are areas where the delivery system needs 7mprnvement

« The PA and the teaching assistant are pertelved as 1mporfant pos1t1\e‘,nf|uence>
., on the teacher's behav1or

»

»~ - The PV exper1ment has ¢ucceeded in changing the ethnlc d1spar1ty bELNEEP the
- teathers and the ]earnnrs in the ctassroom

-~ REP r]assrodm processes that have been 1mp1en@nted d1rect1v affect

the”experieHCESa
children undergo there. T -

,/: -

- The REP has po>1+1ve San -off effectﬁ in each of tne foer commun1t1es dwscussed.'

. ‘-‘Parents believe they are comprtent 1n mak1ng eddtat1onai uecas1ons

-'Fon the future, the report proposes these 1mp11cat10ns and d1rect1ons
The toncepts of AbiTity to Attend and Ability to Reqund fnou1d rec eive
major attenr1on 1n \eseareh and eva]uatwon of the REP '

1

Form of Exper1ence cr1ter1a 1mp1y varlab]es that’ must be explored and
ana]yzcd S

‘Comprehensive. rommun1ty case. stud1°s, ds1ng a var;ety of data ftom d1verse o
sources, are needed. - S

- More and better” 1nstruments to measure 1mp1ementat1on are neeoad
\
- Studies of 1ong1tud1na1 development\of 0h11dren over f1ve or more years
o must be planged and carraed out. 1 o
- Parent 1mpatt on the educat1ona] commun1ty must' be exam1ned in greater,
' depth e S I ‘

L
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The Far Hest Laboratory for Educational Research and DeveTopment o
.- isia public non-profif_ organization funded in part by the Nat1ona1 ;r*
S Institute of Education and the U.S. Office of Education,: Department '
= . of Health, Education and Welfare. Funds for the work reported here -
fwere provided by the. foice of Child Development, Contract H 9788

|

S 3 The op1n1ons expressed do not necessar11y;ref1ect the posit1on or,
I -polic of the 0ffice of Education and no. officiall ndorsement by
the ffice of Education should be infenred
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el Lo CHAPTER T g o T

- LNTRODUCTION e T

—»f’Tﬁ‘s“?sﬁaﬁreport“on'the qmp1ehe tat

/ . -‘\”:\.»‘ IRNE .. e
1,/ : Educat1ona1 Rrogram (REP) 1n four commun1t1es part1c1pat1ng 1n’the Head S+art ,f
/. a Fo]]ow Through “P]anned Var1ation" exper1ment Its purpose is twofo]d 1)

vﬂ“w,éomevﬂluate a part1cu]ar 1mp1ementat1on effort, and 2’ to dev1se a new framework

o C R R VL
- for suchoan eva]uat1on L .,5";r;g.j j‘m@?i ‘@ .
/”df;i_, F1rst to meet the needs of tﬁe oart1cu1ar evc1uat1on we w111 !hte a

. 1 P .
"fspecwal effort to 1ook at soc1o econom1c env1ronmenta] dat@,‘along w1th the more L

o

. f; rad1tlona1 academlc mater1a1 Thfs is. a 1og1ca1 consequencp of the commun1ty-
'>,"' . \
.;or1ented ph1losophy of REP, and 1s a]so mandated by the fact that we are looking

A C \n\ iy
ﬁ;r'concurrently at severa] communltles cfad1Verse geograph1ca1 and soc1a1 outiook/ Pl
SR Al -

\/

L In the pnst a wea]tn of‘research and eva]uat1om data have been co]]ected
._;-, . _- B O
on oa.t1c1pat1ng H ad Start and Fo]]ow Through commun1t1es But for the mo:t part

ithese have been 1so]ated enterpr1ses 11ﬂt1e effo t_has as yet been d1rected

*ﬁ*,j'toward 1dqntwfy1ng, analyz1ng, aNd summar1z1ng thc readth of 1nformat1on col]ected
(R \ : v-' . Q
*on any one P]anned Var1atﬂon communlty For the com un1t1es part1c1pat1ng 1n REﬁ

\eport (see chart 1n Append1x A).

' ';Unfortunately” thws data cannot be dea t with 1n th1s report, except 1n a suggest1ve,’

‘ F:d cons1derab1e ensemb]e of data .s-presented 1n th1s

"”.heur1st1c faoh1on

*aifactors and thL1r s1gn1f1cance for the educat1on of. the ch11d But nOCdef1n1t1ve o

o analyses w111 be attempted R "_'(:" ,fnf“~" L
Lo . 7. [ . . . ;'

epo#t 1nvolves a redef1n1t1on of certa1n ';Tff ’

':i*he recond obJect1ve of th1s
- evaluat1on COWCeptS To-carry‘out~an»e, 1uat1on--»1n part1cu]ar tn1s eva]uat1on-—v

T Qfa frame of refnrencezws a must Not " to sfate wﬁat\ it 1s, s, to assume- 1t For the

Y : C oy
"

ff;; eva]ﬂat1on procedurcs must_besgeared to the part/cu]ar progra 3 "d we often fwnd

m'dﬂat programs ‘are pred1cated upon spec1f1c eva]uatﬂon concepts Moreover f

" ) N ;\‘-.' . . . B : an ) ) . -




'f5phwlosophy under1yTngﬁth\\fEP is suff1c1ent4y d1st1nct1ve that the usua] cr1ter1a

1
l

would be. 1nadeouate or 1nappropr1ate A broader base is needed for def1n1ng, : fl\
'report1ng .and eva]uatwng prodram outcomes Prev1ous;y, reports on program

= effect1veness haVc concentrated on ch1|d outcome data, and much of this data has

.~

'i_turned out - to ‘be of the trad1t1ona] standard1zed test var1ety In contrast th1s

repo?t’focuses on 1mp]ementafton A deeper understand1ng of the 1mp1ementat1on //

a

v

l hprocess is advocated e/e ch11d data are reported, they shou]d be v1ewed

C within this broader contixt of evaiuat1on i ;d._h -b'ﬁ o
_ To form th‘s broader base for eva]uat1on, new concepts and . new assessment ‘

| techn1quesl;yst be used Two new-constructs in parti@ular - the fam1]y and

'f commun1ty Ability to Attend to the ch11d (ATA) and the school” system S. Ab111ty |

to Respond to h%@ (ATR ~ have been deve1oped by the Laboratory to f111 just’ th1sfi

.

fneed, and w1]1 be d1scussed extens1ve1y in chapter 3. Some new eva1u\m1on techn1ques

(
bthat enab1e=us to expand the conceptual base ofieva1uat1on are the Educat1ona1

[ U

‘g
fFordes Inventory (EFL and the re]ated Force F1e1d Ana1y51s (FFA), also used

'a}.extens1ve]y and reported 1n chapters 2 and 4 Other too]s pertlnent to th1s .
; o 1

| broader base of eva]uat&on,-and deve]oped and(or used by the Laboratory for thms

SN

| ;_ purpose are the Cfassroom 0bservat10n Inventory deve]oped by Stanford Research
fInsfttutecand the Purdue Teacher 0p1n1ona1re (chapter 4), and the Parent Interv1ews
' f; (chapter 5) In us1ng these 1nstruments we are depart1ng from the usual narrow

focus -on ch11d outcome var1ab1es and dea11ng w1th program effects or outcomes in

7’
-~

_othErfareas However, our dtscuss1o s ofrthese too]s are necessar1]y br1ef——~4-

essent1a11y Just what is needed fo th1s part1cu1ar eva]uation In part they have
s :been/fﬁtroduced ‘in prev10us papers, agd in part they need td ‘be dea]t W1th

separately, 1n reports for wh1ch resources W111 have to be a]]ocated 1n the future~

/ . . ’.’ j . ) ,l — ! ":,_.‘ N




] ' 4 e o

Th s report ref]ects a var1ety of 1ntens1ve efforts that pursued both “these j
‘egoaTS However necause of the cemp]ex1ty of the prob]ems and the 11m1ted resources

|
avaxTabTe the- report does not make conc1u51ve statements of program success
/

. The report ‘can, however contr1bute to 1dent1f1cat1on of some new . d1rect1ons for

future eva]uat1on “p : ¢i5‘fyib L O

_rNotes to Aid the Reader

f i

: Throughout the report &e W111 use, the- fo]low1ng atronyms

~

Hg L= Head Start : . S o L e
v = . S B . o ;-n—,-z‘.,'. _ _ 7

_ FT' ="Follow Through o _ ' . ,

. o F N EE L - S - R -
. . PV —SPTanned Var1at1on - . IR L
.;, - REP = Re’P0n51ve Educat1ona1 Program or‘Respons1ve Program///’//iiijf L
. /,/ : .
~ PAC = Parent:Advisory Cor Comm1ttee~ - “_4”

VPA; = Program Advisor = . TQ;j | X -
:TA = Teaching Assistant -~ oo ) Bt o *

~ FWL = Far West Laboratory for Educatfoha]'Research and_peveTopment_
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PTanned Var1at1on in Head Start and Follow Throug_
TR T AT ;’ oryF

P]anned VarlatTOn in Head Start and Fo]low Through 1s*a cdmprehens1ve educa--

o
¥

ona] program bu1Tt upon the foundat1on of the var1ous Head Start and Follow ‘;»j;i-;

‘ S
Through educat1ona1 mode]s Both Head Start founded in 1965 and FoT]ow ‘Through,

estab11shed in. 1967, were oes1gned as "compensatory educat1on" programs d1rected'

toward off sett1ng the negat1ve effects of poverty on a ch11d/s educat1ona1
& /) -
/atta1nments ana potent1a1 Head Start prov1des spec1a1 educatlonal expermences o ©

gl

.f//‘for pre- schooT ch1]dren from Tow- 1ncome fam111es, Fo]]ow Through as an outgrowth

of Head Start, extends. theée serv1ces mo the Tower_primary schooT,“k1ndergarten R
. - . \ : . LT

! - ’ . @ .

'through third grade:

I : . .f}-’l.af- - 3
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It wasiprimarily evaluations of the'Head'StartTprogram nhich pointed to the -

-need for a FoTTow'Through program.- Though Head Start produced a pos1t1ve effect

' on pre SchooT ch11dren S ach1evemcnt during the1r year of part1c1pat1on, it was )

: found that on enter1ng the/pub11c schoo] system these ch11dren d1d hot susta1n

| the rate of deve]opment (B1ssell 1972) In order to provide Head Start "graduates””'

' 'w1th add1t1ona1 support in the e]ementary years, an’ amendment to the Econom1c

q

”Opportunlty Act 1n December 1967 off1c1a11y author1zed

-

Y program to be knoﬁn as. "Follow Throuah" focused pr1mar11y on
~ children in kindergarten and eiementary school.who-were-primarily - _
enrolled.-in Head:Start or similar programs-and designed to Pprovide -
-comprehensive seryices and parent participation activities.~which -
the Director finds will. a1d in the contlnued deve]opment of ch11dren
,‘to the1r fu]] potent1a1 . .

As a means of 1mp1ement1ng the FoTTow Through program, 1nd1v1dua1s educat1ona1‘ a

. \
/ _\\

7 1nst1tut1ons, and pr1vate organ1zat1ons that had worked extens1ve1y in earTy jw*

ch1Tdhood educat1on were. asked to submit to Fo]]ow Through proposaTs of 1nstruc- ‘

t1ona1 approaches These were eva]uated on the quallty of the1r we]T deve]oped

ideas for new»1nstruct1ona1 strategles, and 14 approaches were 1n1t1a11y 1degt1f1ed ,

for 1mp1ementat1on in the FoTTow Through program S i T '-hf;

Short]y after Fol]ow Through was. Taunched, 11 became apparent that there st

a need to arrange for ch11dren to exper1ence the same educat1ona1 modeT 1n both

Head Start and Fo]]ow Through S1nce the twb programs are adm1n1sAered by d1fferent';

federa] agenc1es,Lgo prov1s1on had been made to assure that thereiwasza cont1nu1ty

o of type of educat1ona1 exper1ence from Head Start to Fo]low Thrddgh Thus, the

i not1on of a Head Start PTanned Var1at1on Program where Head Stadi chlldren in a

spec1f1c modeT wodﬂd flow 1nto Fo]low Through cTassrooms ut111 1ng the same mode]

was deveToped In 1969, e1ght of the orxglnal fourteen FoTTow Through sponsors

1mp1emented PTanped Var}at1on programs in. a 11m1ted number of the1r Follow Through ch

o R B
. o - s . /
Q ‘ ’ : : . ’ T



‘districts Planned Variatlon in Head Start and Fo]low Through by prov1d1ng
.ch11dren w1th four cont1nuous yearsrof a systematlc educatwbna] experlence repre-
E_;:_ sents the most comprenens1ve educat1ona1 exper1ment now., being conducted by the

) fedeva] government

Thts report dea1s w1th the Respons1ve Educat1ona1 Program wh1ch was chosen

. as. one. of the'modeis to be deve]oped and” 1mp1emented w1th federa1 fund1ng support

Q . i . . B lﬁ . . .- @
The Respon51ve Educat1ona1 Program

‘Assumptrons and Objectives

'~. The Respons1ve Program hadlits or1g1n in deve]opment worr begun at the New

_’.Nursery School 1n Greeiey, Co]orado, 1t has 51nre been extens1ve1y rev1sed and ex- '

panded by the’ Ear?y Ch1]dhood Dlv1s1on of the Laboratory ,
The ResponS1Ve Program xs based on severa] fundamenta] assumptlons about the

: edurat1on of young ch1|dren The f1rst IS the not10n that the famlly has the rlght

and the respons1b111ty to part1c1pate 1n the educat1on of 1ts children. The educa-\

. twona] nnst1tutron has’ the respons1b111ty to 1nvolve and respond to the parents i
A seeonJ assumpt1on 1s that any forma1 educat10na] program shound prov1de a : |
var1ety of a’tcrnat1ves to meet the needs of the parents and the1r ch11dren For
"-g examp}e, some- parents of pre schooi rh11dren W111 want or need day 1ong, year-
round day caremgerv1ce for their ch11dren other w1l1 need three to. f1ve hours 1nt" |

q /o
wla r]assroom sett1ng, stﬂ] o..hers wﬂ] need as515tance in workmg w1th the1r chﬂ— SN

@ dren at home j_,;- . T

: (3:)[1'\ A third assumpt1on is that the educat1ona1 program shou]d be’ respon51ve to

éf“g the 1eerner s barkgrcund u]ture and\}1fe sty]e For example, if a ch11d 1s f

(;i) Mexrcan Amer1can and speaks Span1sh the eduoat1ona] program shou]d respond by




- ‘ : . ) x |
\
\

'using materia]s that’are re]euant-to higzbackground and that refTect his cditUraT
.T heritage. - The Tanguage of instruction shoqu 1nc1ude Span1sh whether 1n a b111ngua1

program or in a program in ‘which- Eng]1sh is treated as -a second Tanguage

i

i These assumpt1ons Tead to one of the maJor goals of the program to heTp

.

*'maintaln and deve]op a p]ura11st1c soc1ety Instead of the “me]tlng pot" goal of

"bTend1ng d1ffer1ng groups into a’single smooth mass, the a1m shou]d be to deveTop

g

Ca “tossed saTad“ of‘d1fferenf cu]tures and l1fe sty]es The 1dea1 of the. “tossed
saTad“‘is to enhance the va]ues and un1queness of the d1fferent groups so that they .

A fcomplement each other ” Because the ob3ect1ves of a pﬁura11st1c soc1ety d1ffer from »

trad1t10naT obJect1ves, there are three major educat1ona1 1mp11cat1ons

\

.4 S, The pub11c schooTs mustftake 1nto account what Tearn1ng ch11dren Of L
i\\\ var1ou5'soc1o—cuTturaT backgrounds'br1ng Jntothe-c]aSsrpom?ff—w
: N

'.2;-‘The schoo]s must bu11d on the dlfferent Tearn1ng to learn sty]es .

ch11dren have deveToped ' p-"n“ o ‘-;“ ,§ -

%

‘3. The schoo]s must be. more respons1ve to 1nd1v1dua1 ch11dren and the1r

’ parents : . - S . :
e Gk LT ey

_ The program represents an effort to create a 1earn1ng envwronment that 1s_n'

: truTy respons1ve to- aTT ch1ﬂdren The maaor emphas1s is-on "1earn1ng how to T

- . te

- Tearn,“ on deveToplng prob]em soTv1ng ab1T1t1es The Respons1ve Program

; emphas1zes that prob]em soTv1ng is the essence of 1earn1ng L o '.;-f;’—

/ - -

| In accordance WTth th1s not1on, ‘the primary ObJectTVES for the c]assroom are:
f- ,T;J To heTp ch1Tdren deweiop a heaTthy seTf concept |
o 2. To he]p chﬁ]dren deve]op the1r 1nte11ectual ab111t1es. P
.’A child has a heaTthy seTf concept in reTat1onsh1p to Tearn1ng and schoo] 1f .
'.: .T. He kaes h1mse1f and h1s people,_ ;" | o

He beT1eves that what he thinks, says, and does make a d1fference.}

. He. be11eves that he can be successfu] in schooT - L e

AW N

i
fHe beTweves that he ran soTve a var1ety of probTems,

. ...t?'. ’ P o ; . ). , . ,. J‘N
EMC e A ‘ ;‘. . : | . 6 u." " -g‘ﬂﬂ"\. |
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{probiemé - In or er to so]ve prob1ems, the Tearner must deve]op
1. :HIS sens s and percept1ons because the senses are the source of data
for the t ought process, ? o R '4‘_. "- " e

{: H1s langu ge ab111ty because language 13 a tool of the thought process,- -

1S

'H1s concept format1on ab111ty because he needs to be db]e to deal

w1th abstract1ons and to c]ass1fy 1nformat1on to organ1ze\th:nght

L3
.

x_ﬂ

~These .two" ob3ecf1ve§ of the Respons1ve Program, the deve]opmen f a hea]thy

fse]f concept and of 1nte1]ectua1 ab111c1es, are 1nterre1ated and mterdependen+

In order to learn a person must have a basic se]f conf1dence, see h1mse1f as. a j'ﬁ :

I /

dwovthwh11e person and recogn1ze h1s “own ab111ty to 1earn . T 74" S f

Th1s ba51c selF coandenre ‘comes from hav1ng a hea]thy seﬁf concept LThe ;
Ehea1thy se1f conoépt 1s therefore cruc1a1 to the deve]opment of 1nte1]ectua]
'=g'sk1]1s The development of 1nte1]ectua1 sk1115 nournshes and promotes the growth
‘1.of the seif concept | : B |

As the name "Respons1Ve" 1mpTies, the program seeks to deve]op an env1ronment |

Erthat respondw‘to ch11dren as. 1t noves toward achlev1ng the obJectlves stated above.
| The princ1p1es supporf1ng 2 Re*pons ve approach are

1. ‘Ch11dren learn at dwfferent rate;.' o _éﬁ”* - e
. T
2. 'Chxldren ]edrn in d1fferent ways i ‘g;&-‘. g N
l

;‘ 3. Cn11dren ?earn best ‘when they are 1nterested in what they are. 1earn1ng ”

#
In accondance w1th these pr1nc1ples a Respons1ve 1earn1ng env1ronment is one
that by prov1d:ng var1ed exper1ences A Ny L ¥

P
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1. Permits”the learner to explore freely, within theistructure provided by .

R
e

the teacher;
2.f_Informs the Tearner 1mmed1ate]y about the consequences of his act1ons

3. Is se1f-puctng, wtth events occurrlng at a rate determined by the‘learner; f

{" 4. Permits the 1earner to make full-use of his capacityvforvdiscoyering .

| .}qplat1ons of var1ous k1nds, B 4 v

s T\ s . i
- 5. Is structured 1n such a way that the learner is 11ke1y to make a ser1es ',

J—)

i of 1nterconnected’d1scover1es about the phys1ca1, cu]tura], and soe1a1

Sy e Ll

wor]d ‘ | )
| The act1v1t1es wrth1n the env1ronment are autote11c, that 1s, the act1v1t1es '.Aa:
are se]f reward1ng and do not depend upon rewards or pun1shments that are unrelated
to the act1v1ty For a\self reward1ng act1v1ty to. be autote11%, 1t must he]p the '
’-1earner develop a sk111 1earn a concept or deveTop an attitude that 1s useful in _'J
isome other act1v1ty Autote11c act1v;t1es are’ 1ntent1ona11y des1gned to' reduce the
e irewards fOr success or the pun1shment for fa11ure to to]erab]e 11m1ts for the ;;
‘1earner and for soc1ety, thus the learner can. master some sk111 that is usefu] 1n
"11€2 }but.that often cannot be learned through d1rect exper1ence s1nce the cost of
fa11ure 1s too great to to]erate T
w | ! 4 4 . :
'h AIhe De]iverj System »j? o Q‘”,

—)

In 1967 tﬁe Ear]y Ch11dhood D1v1s1on of the Laboratory began deve]op1ng an.

:» exper1menta1 1n serv1ce tra1n1ng program for teachers and teachlng ass1stants *

ROa
e L
et
@ -

i":

g

L5

\separate1y when spec1f1c reference is made to the roup and lnterchangeably
when referring to their role-in- the . teach1ng process ‘Teaching .assistants
(not aides) are usually paréents from:the community; they are-percéived as;
~.and trained to be; an_integral part of the classroom. teach1ng/1earn1ng process
. Each HS or FT c]ass 1nc1udes one fu]] t1me pa1d teaching ass1stant

[
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The tra1n1ng program was des1gned to he]p them 1mp]ement the Respons1ve Program in
* \

'_the1r cTassrooms The fo]]ow1ng Jear severa] peop]e from each commun1ty were. \.

seTected to be Program Adv1sors / The PAs receqved add1t1onal Laboratory tra1n1ng,

‘
/

o ‘each,_1n turn,_tra1ned from ten to f1fteen teachers and . ‘the ‘same number of ass1stantsA

in the use of the program The tra1n1ng modeT and’ deT1very system that have beer

deveToped s1nce then have the character1st1cs descr1bed beTow
e

The Laboratory staff/conducts a two—Week workshop for PAs pr1or to the beg1n-.

nwng of the. schooT year/ ' After the PAs return to the1r centers, each conducts a i;;ép?ﬂ°

igfour day workshop for. teachers and ass1stants before cTass sess1ons open for

" -
chlldren Dur1ng the schoo] year the PAs conduct period1c in- serv1ce workshop

/ o,

. for teachers and ass1stants, each sess1on is des1gned to 1ntroduce content, mater1aTs,

e

/
to 1ntroduce the new content or the new sk1TT by conduct1ng a, d1scuss1on or by
_1!1ustrat1ng tbe sle] with another teacher show1ng the behav1or model (videotape

.1s one methdé employed) or by demonstrat1ng the use of mater1aTs The teachers

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

/ o’

_and ass1stants then pract1ce in the1r fnd1v1dual cTassrooms the fo]Tow1ng week

report back on the process, and e1ther move on or repeat the operat1onu o
2 N

.'bfv The week]y workshop top1cs -and re]ated c]assroom act1v1t}es for the Respons1ve

pre Schoo] program are out11ned in "Tra1n1ng Unit 0utT1ne Gu1des " A notebook o

'ent1tTed In serv1ce Teacher Tra1n1ng 1n the Use of the Respons1ve Program

32(N1mn1cht 1971) conta1ns the outT1ne gu1des and background art1cTes descr1b1ng o

&

‘the procedures and approaches of the Respons1ve Program. A Handbook for Teach1ng .

“Ass151ants in the Use of . 3pec1f1c Respon51ve Toys (N1mn1cht et a] 197]) and a

Gu1de for learn1ng Booth Attendants (Barnes et: aT s 1970) have aTso been deveToped

Add1t10na] mater1a]s are conta1ned in The New Nursery SchooT (N1mn1cht et aT .s 1969), |

a paperback and six. arrompany1ng book]ets that 1ncTude 64 Tearn1ng eplsodes

\..

and. procedures to/befused 1n the c]assrooms The basic procedure encourages the’ PAs o



pemerrmT

The ‘program also uses 16 film clips in which‘teachers model the use of. -

K Tearn1ng eplsodes, other classroom behav1ors are demonstrated on v1deotapes %

In add1t10n to conductlng the workshops the P spend at Jeast three hours

'teachfng staff 1n work1ng w1th the" ch11dren N

‘ o

The PAs return to the La%oratory for at Teast thnee add1t1ona] ‘weeks of\tra1n-
1ng dur1ng the school year and rece1ve some on- swte tra1n1ng when the Laboratory

stafj/v151ts each center to observe and evaluate the effect1veness of the pr giram.
"

—ry

_ Evaluat1on Concerns . - A —_— P

]

The operat10na1 requ1rements of an educat1ona1 program such as,Head §tart or

FoTTow Through Timit the cho1ce of an evaluat1on des1gn Random1zat1on 7as not -

| _poss1bTe in the a531gnment of students,’ teachers, c]assrooms, or schools/part1c1pa- '
- / -
ting in the nrogram, furthermore equ1va1ent control .of compar1son g“oups was not

|
_ poss1bTe As a resu]t the eva1uat1on cou]d not be based on a before after des1gn

I

character1zed by random ass1gnment of ch11dren to exper1menta1 and ciytrol groups

In most research on Head Start and FoTTow Through control on comparison groups

1are usual]y s1m1Tar groups in the same school d1str1ct or 1n a ne1gf or1ng d1str1ct

. _/
Often compar1son groups are whatever 1s ava11able e

“

e Consequent]y, ‘the. P1anned Var1at1on program should be v1ewed/és a deve]opmental

“curr1cu1um study and not as exper1mental*1n*the str1ct sense ;74e accurately, it

‘represents a quas1 exper1ment 1n severa] natura1 sett1ngs._ Dat coTTect1on procedures

may foTTow pTanned schedules but T1tt1e controﬂ is- poss1ble over the spec1f1cat1on

and schedu11ng of exper1menta1 treatments Treatment is cumulat1ve and foTTows the ;”

:. . i 7

h...._..-.;‘.\

s Respon51ve4Program obJect1ves The extent of ‘the treatment 1s, we feel,,correlated _fa

w1th the. degree of 1mp1ementat1on apd the degree of 1mp1ementat1on s correlated 2

v




A Lo
with oUtcome'meafures
Perhaps the most cr1t1ca1 consequence of the qua51 exper1menta1 character of

the HS/ET Respons1ve Planned Var1at1on Program from an ev«]uat1on standpo1nt is that

' each community- program must be treated as essent1a11y a separate quas*- or pseudo-

‘expér1ment For th1s reason; compar1sons of resu]ts across d1fferent commun1t1es
'cannot be. cast in terms of stat1st1ca1 tests based on random1zat1on . Where

‘comparisons arelnade across commun1t|es in th15 report they are made on a 1og1ca1

rather thansa mathemat1cal bas1s R )

in ‘each of the commun1t1es that const1tute the’ baslc study sample* compar1son :
PR

' groups were 1dent1f1ed whenever poss1b1e and the1r co]]aboratxon obta1ned so that '

it was p0551b1e to contrast ch11dren on var1ous character1st1cs ' However, even in
F

h'cases where compar1son groups were’ 1dent1f1ed -and tested, such groups were often

&) f

~'Pr09ram I_p]ementation Outcomes R

- ted and compared with

-not similar to the exper1mental group as would have been 1dea11y preferred iln':

. o
most cases nonfprogram groups represented.h1gher,soc1o—econom1c status. In view =~

of'these circumstances, compartsons made with non-program groups tend to be biased

in favor of compar1son groups. That 1s, such comparTSons would be. unfa1r1y

toaded agawnst the hypothes1s of (reTat1veiy) successful REP 1mp1ementat1on

?

[JPOUR—— 7 5"‘ - -

~ The goal of research 1s‘to make re11ab1e cr1ter1on statements Trad1t1ona11y,f

“program ob3ect1ves areltranslated 1nto cr1ter1on statements, then data are co]1ec—

0d1ﬁferences Too often, cr1ter1on stafEments on ch11d outcome var1ab1es are

“*

-examwned before program 1mp1ementat1on lS deteraned “Int the preV1ous sect1on the':'

'delivery system for 1mp1ement1ng the REP was- descr1bed The, d1agram below 1s

presented to he1p clar]fy how the re]at1onsh1p between 1mp1ementat1on and ‘outcome _*'i

~_~1s conceptua11zed in thxs report

1

hat of non- treatment groups to ‘test the- s1gn1f1cance of the.



. 7
s - . / . . - \ ‘
] ¥ .

IMPLEMENTATION/DELIVERY SYSTEN$® -

/A.
. S yau
A ~Far West Laboratory. B
Responsive Educational : _ s .
Program T I o ° .
'Program Advisor- | 1| District HS or FT :'tevel i
o _ - Program Director | - experiences
Communj ty ' ‘Classroom | “ - Parent . - Child Bl Level 2
Schoo] System Process 5 Participation ~ Services | GXPeriences
. R '_I* _________ : |
B _The chitd | w . " Leval 3
. . : - experiences

-
4

fAs 1nd1cated prev1ousTy, the Laboratory ‘trains Program AdVISors who work at ]
the ]ocal 1ewe] to 1mp1ement the various components of the Respons1ve educat1ona1 t
process PAs work ‘with the school system to make it respons1ve to parents. PAs
tra1n teachers to create a c]assroom env1ronment that responds to the child. lPAs
. work with parent groups to set up part1c1pat1on and 1nvo]vement programs The PA

sees to it that ch1ﬂd health and nutr1tiona1 serv1ces are de11vered U1t1mate1y;

'.these changes will affect the ch11d s 11fe chances “ Qutcome data for‘Leyel 3fa}§~

th1s time. | : L " 'l - _ e\
trate on_Leve] 1 and 2 experiences We wi]] focus on -

not ready for presentation

Thds”report will conc

" the PA the educat1ona1 1Ast1tut1on the c]assroom, ‘and the parents to dgtermlne _'

proqram.effects. Ch11/ data that are reported W111 support program effects at

.‘_lLeve1 2. . j - e

Pos1t1on on Evaluat1on of "Compensatory Educa%hon“ Pr_grams

To understand the methodo]ogy and nature of th1s eva]uatlon report, 1t is

_/. o o . ‘ _ C

12

s R -
; :
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necessary to understand how}the Respon51ve Program v1ews "compensatory educat1on v
The:overal} scheme for th1s report ref]ects a d1fferent set of not1ons under1y1ng
”compensata3/ educat1on " The oackground and . rat1ona1e for our approach are d1s-
fcussed,at 1ergth»1n a-paper ent1t]ed “A New’D1rect1on for Lompensatory Educat1on _
-Prbgrams"?(Nimnicht, et a1' ]972). which is avai?ab]e‘and fslconsidered-ausupport
, document for this report The f0110w1ng summary paraphrases from that report:

| Basically, the genera1 thes1s is- that sch001c and soc1ety are fa111ng 1arge

numbersTof children. 0ne group includes - ch11dren grow1ng up Tn\env1ronments that .

-

z""do not prov1de the basrc requ1rements in terms of food\\shelter health, and adu]t

\ ,
,attent1on to. 1nsure there is no stunt1ng of phys1ca] psyhho]og1ca1 or 1nte11ectua1'

udevelopment Th1s group i$ enV1ronmenta1]y depr1ved Further, this type of depr1-

\\

vat1on is not 11m1ted to any social, economic, or ethn1c group. S '
| Another group of ch11dren fa11 because they d1ffer from white m1dd]e-c1ass

. ch11dren Th1s approach evo]ves from two centtal not1ons a faml]y s ab1lqty to

tattend (ATA) to a ch11d and the commun1ty s or schoo] system s ability to respond

(ATR) to a chﬂd S

\
LN
~

- : \ .
. The Ab111ty to Attend/(ATA) The, ab111ty of a fam\1y to attend (ATA) to a

child' s phys1ca1 needs are ref]ected in” the expectant mother s care and the subse- .
”quent adequacy of food. shelter, and hea1th care for the ch11d We believe that

the lack of adu]t attent1on 1s ‘one of the maJor factors in énvironmental deprlvatlon;
'Consequently, varaab]es in the env1ronment ‘that dra1n off adult t1ne and energy
af.ert a parent's ability to attend to.a ch11d ;We contend that parents' ATA 1s
ﬁreflected in a failure of. social . 1nst1tut1ons "No expectfng mother shou}d be

_ unattendeo no famm]v shou]d be undernour1shed or have’ 1nadequate hea];h care. If

a mother is the on]y adult in the house and must work, she should either be ab1e :

\ . P

!
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to stay at home and attend to her ch1]d or receive adequate ch41d care wh11e she
works Further, a d1rty. dangerous, crowded, no1sy, and/or po]]uted env1ronment

that surrounds the home reduces the family's ATA and ref]ects a fa11uge by socraJ ";

} 1nst1tut1ons, not by the parent or the ch11d Prov1d1ng adults W1th t1me and ab111ty _

to attend to the’ ch11d lS on]y one part of the problem. "*'{7” ‘-

The Ab111tyﬁto Resppnd (ATR) w1th reference to an educat1ona1 program, the

schoo] s ab111ty to respond (ATR) to the ch11d 1s cruc1a1 for Chlld deve]opment

“-In the present system, schoo]s arc des1gned to serve (a) wh1te m1dd1e c]ass ch11dren »\

- who come from families with valies in accord w1th ‘the teacher s, or (b) other “i;s.;,_-'

;ch1]dren who want to ‘be like whtte m1ddle c1ass ch11dren e

-
1

In our present educat1ona1 system, the curr1cu1um and procedures to teach

u-that curr1cu1um reflect a low ab111ty to respond Procedures are baséd on- the

o

;'"1ock step" notion 0? ch11dren at a. g1ven ]eve], usua]]y based. on age, and the‘ o

(raean”

"to prgﬁuCe educated

| study of h1story in the schools

'fre1at|veJy untouched when d1scussed they are mlsrepresented

E maSS1ng ofa large group ready to ]eann +he same 1essow Further, cht]dren are

mot1vated by extr1ns1c factors (adult. pra1se grades, avo1dance of fa11ure peer _

. pressure) and not by an 1nterna1 desire to know to 1earn, to explore or'to f1gure.

L » A
"The_curr1cu1um\;ef1ects the "me1t1ng pot" theory and essentially is des1gned R

hite citizans who adhere to- the same set of values ‘The ff

0 )strongly supports this content1on H1story text— :

;books concentrate|on the ro]e of Europeans who Yanded -on the North American coast .
"and not ‘on the ro]e of the Nat1ve Amer1cans who preceeded the Europeans A]so,

“the hrstor*ca] contr1but1ons of the Amer1can B1ack or the Natlve Amer1can are °.

Se

Consequent]y, the extent to wh1ch a ch11d and h1s fam11y differ. from the * _fff;:,,'
"1dea1" ch11d the schoo1 is equipped to teach determlnes the extent to which the';’* \

L;system is hand1capped in terms of respond1ng to that ch11d Both clusters Of !

e st
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varxables (ATA ‘and ATR) must be cons1dered and incorporated ’nto any evaluation of

compensatory educat1oh" programs The pre exxstence of. var10us commun1ry cond1t10ns

-

def1n1tely 1rf1uences thg 1mo1ementat1on of an edurat1ona] mode] such as the

-

- 1 ——

;o

e Respon51ve Program L - .
v—_\ . < - L i
o in this report a pre]1m1nary attempt\\s made to look dt these constructs

- Exlst1ng cen<us data on each P%arned Var1atzon commun1ty were retrieved to study

»

: gTOS\ ATA va}labies such as popu]atTon dens1$y, value of homes, housing: that lacks
*plumb1ng, and mobility of popu!atxon. [nformatlon on the:number of s1b11ngs;nn'the
"'family, numbériof homes with fathers'”whether or not the mother works, etc., was

co].ected to est1mate the famx]y ) ab111ty to attend to ch11dren - Oﬁz measuce

»

}of.the schoo‘s ATR is the degree of congruence between va?ues of ch11dren and

= a

“_tmachehs To explore th15 area we compared the ethnwcxty of teachers w1th the ethnic

. ,comgosltzon uf the children they teach we rea11ze that these are crude 1nd1rators, -

.

but they p01nt to d1rect1ons for futurp research and eva]uat;on

e ‘\)

lt is- Eear that various apptoachﬁs to eJucat1on, such as the Respons1ve Program,
~'u111 be more . successfui where pre estt1ng cond1twons are conducfve to 1mp1ementat1on
Further, programs wz]l aTso funCoIOH best where ATR cond1tions are now, or can become _"

most favorable If a program 5 obdnctxve is to 1mprove a schoo] system S ab111ty to

‘

: respond ‘the success of !he program sgguld be evaauated along that dxmens1on
-_ \.' ‘\Q “ ) . ) ’
. y

Form of EXDEPTEHCG

One fwnnl ﬂOtth is wmportant Changes in the form of educatxona] exper:ence

. ’ : B

o constwtute a meanxngful and va?1d oufcome. For examp!e,,1f there is ev1dence that
.hchaldren 1n :ospcns1ve HS or FT ciassrooms ask more questions or.are offered more

: aduCated cho1ces or are dbmeaned less, obgectives related to these process var1ab]es
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will be considered satisfied. It is not necessary to relate questioning behavior E

to changes in ach1evement test performance for validation of process changes

a

'}C]assroom process changes, 1ike-other program ‘variables that meet our requ1re-'

_ments of value, logic, and.sense of taste, are valid in their own right upon

evidence of their occurrence. = ', S .

4

_Organization of‘Thfs'Repgrt

¢

- The remainder of this report focuses on evidence concernfﬁg the Laboratory S

effectiveness in delivering. tra1n1ng to local Program Advisors. The report a]so

_fevaluates the ab111ty of Program Adv1sors to tra1n teachers to 1mp1ement Respons1ve

Program procedures The report also examlnes the Schoo] System/Commun1ty and the

‘Parent Component for 1nd1cators of successfu] 1mp1ementat1on F1na11y, ch11d out—
‘COmes are discussed There is one chapter devoted to each of these areas: Program

: -

Advisor, Schoo] System/Commun1ty, Classroom Process, Rgrent Part1c1pat1on, and the

Ch11d At the beginn1ng of each chapter spec1f1c obJect1ves related to the toptc

i of that chapter are listed along with a chart 1nd1cat1ng the ava11ab]e data re]ating

. to the obgect1Ves Some of the obJect1ves 11sted may not be dlscussed extens1ve1y

in the context of the chapter because 11m1ted resources have 11m1ted evaluat1on

. v
- efforts Ch11d serv1ces such as hea th, dental care and nutr1t1on are an 1ntegra1

T

' part of the Respons1ve P]anned Varxat1on Program, but an eva]uatwon of these compo—'

- " : ’ v &
nents is beyond the scope of th1s report - ) : )

A

U1t1mate}y, a11 the components of the PV. program ‘are des1gned to benefit the

ch1ld HOWeVer on]y a sma]] port1on of the program s effects on’ ch11dren are

»

e pr1mar11y related to performance on ,-

d1scussed in th1s report - These effects

standard1zed ach1evement tests. It is c]ear hat these data are remote from ref*ec-<

‘.; ting the maaor goaT-of the REP P]anned Var1a ion program, wh1ch 1s to 1ncrease the

11fe chances of ch11dren

16



.. THE PROGRAM AVISOR |

“Far West ‘aborato ry

Pesponsive Educatinnal

CHAPTER 2 ﬁ

- i . .Program
- ” Program Advisor District HS or FT
.- ’ . . ~IProgram Director
. Community . Ciassroom 'i Parent Child
ichool. System > Process ! Partictpation || Services '
‘ -~ T . - ] I
L ooy U OISR SN U G
. ]
The ¢hild .

" Objectives for the Program Advisor

) .
‘To train teachers and teaching assistants
~to implement the Responsive Educat1ona1
Program.

To act as ‘a- resource person and to prov1deﬂ.
feedback to teacheys ‘on the progress they -

nare maklng 1n 1mp1ement1ng t e program.

|

. To promote unde\stand1ng of the Planned .

Variation REP in the schoo] sys*em and

. the commun1ty

0 ' 2
To fac111tate the 1nvo1vement of panenth
in the Planned Var1atlon REP ‘

5. To act as a liaison between the Laboratory and the schoo] system.

6. Tb,éésisf the Laboratory in eva1ué£i6n activities. o :- : ;\ .
. o | S o v.ﬁ R o -

_ , - Data to.be Presented%yﬁgﬁf": '”.fa' - SR
S0 s e

’ B ¢c | o | & |

\ | ” HS- FT | HS FT | HS FT | M FT
" PA Sélf;Repdrt o*.’_"Us,evof'T)imtia"-l X X o :’X"\X X
: =

Teacher Responaes to. Quest1ons
About PA o v

prmmtrey

Teachér Report of Forces That
- Influence Teaching

7



The Role of the Prdgram Adv1sor . ) . S f

"‘"i‘_ i

The underlying pr1nc1pie~,;/the Laboratory s training program is that program

competency should be developed at.the local level and that the Laboratory, over -

time, should disengage'itself from local program deve]bpment Also the tnaining j

J

,program should have tﬁe’patent1a1 of -reaching large numbers of teachers and teach-f

" ing a551stants " To accomp11sh th1s goa] the tra1n1ng de]1very system focuses on 3

i

the ‘Program Adv1sor (PA) g

The Program Adv1sor is f1rst a trainer of teachers, a teach1ng resource person

with. the fOIIOW1ng JOb descr1ptﬁon

The . Program Advnsor w111 .be- respons1b1e for ten classrooms and for the
-~ training of ten-teachers-and ten teaching- ass1stants in thesé classrooms.

- The. Program Adv1sor will visit each classroom at least one- -half day every |
two weeks to- observe demonstrate, or teach along with the teacher and N
teaching assistants.- The Program Advisor will arrange to have the-video- ;
tape recorder.moved from classroom to classroom and toscr1t1que the video-|
tapes made by the teachers and teaching assistants, ' The Program Advisor |
will assist. the Laboratory in making observations 6f--the teachers, in test-
ing the ch11dren and 1p coT]ect1ng other informatio for eva]uat1on

Program Adv1sors a]so perform other duties related to 1mp1ementat1on of the Refpon-
-
sive Educat1ona1mProgram Bes1des ass1st1ng W1th the c]assroom process in- suoh 94

areas as p]ann1ng, c]assroom contro], and teahher/teaching ass1stant re1at1onsh1ps, -
'Program Adv1sors are respons1b1e for 1ncreas1ng the amount of parent part1c1a t1on .

.and 1nvo]vement and for working W1th the school s adm1n1strat1ve staff Thejr Job

I

. also 1nc1udes attend1n9 meetlngs w1th other Head Start or- Fo]low Through sta%f_

adm1n1strators, and /comnuni ty groups, and he1p1ng the teachers w1th parent 1nvolve—
. 4_—'\/ B

ment. ‘ _
Proqram Adufsors'are Selectnd by-the school System’} They attend Labo'atory-
' conducted workshops ahd use Laboratory deve]oped mater1a1s to carry out lo?aT tra1n1ng //
programs Program Adv1sors Jsually beg1n their tra1n1ng of teach1ng before the open-,l

"1ng ofvschoo] byrconduct1ngufour-day.workshops for teachers, teach1ng asslstan§$.~-:
, , I . o= _ S L

{

1
e
/
!

I
L
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{2
and concerned community people. These training sessions, which focus on giving

<;part1cipahts an overview{of the Responsive Program may include in-depth demonstra-_
“tions of c]assroom management techn1ques for those who are more famiiiar with the

e 1—

program. Dur1ng the year, Program Advisors continue to conduct a series of 1n—
. service workshops for teachers and teaching assistants.
in order to eraluate.the degree of‘sUCcess the Laboratory has in training”
A PAs, the Laboratory collected 1nformat1on from the. PAs and the teachers/teach1ng
"assistants. re]at1ng to the PAs' ro]e as tra1ners of teach1ng _First, Program =
| . <Advisors themse]ves were asked to comp1ete "Use of Time" forms at the end of each
monéh to g;ve an indication of their day-to-day duties ‘and ‘the t1me-spent 1n
various aspects of their job' Secondly, teachers and teach1ng ass1stants were
given quest1onna1res wh1ch conta1ned quest1ons re]at1ng to Program Advisor effect1ve—
B ness. Also, teachers were asked to comp]ete an instrument .indicating the relat1ve
R impact of/variousfforces, such as the‘PA;auponLtheir teachingt .

"Program Adv1sor s “Use of T1me”

The PrOgram Adv1sor S ”Use of |1me" .data are preserted in Table 2.1 | The
data are\somewhat sketchy, oW1na to the facts that Program Adv1sors ‘were asked to
'complete the "Use of T1me” forms only at se]ected t1mes dur1ng the 1970 1 and
1971 72 schoo] years, that no- forms were rece1ved from Program Adv1sors in Comm-
unity €, and that on]y Head Start Progravadv1sors 1n Commun1ty D returned forms

Nevertheless by summaraz1ng the available data across d1str1cts, we ‘can obta1n
|
sonme 1nd1cat1on of how Program Adv1sors spent the1r time.
“In general, Program Adv1sors spent from one-fourth- to Jone-third of th°1r

time working.w1th c]assroom—re]ated act1y1t1es, including 1n-c1ass demonstrat1ohs

19 -
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and v151ts -and out- of—c1ass teacher tra1n1ng workshops Two other maJor blocks of
t1meﬁﬁere spent in Awea I, attend1ng meetings and local conferences, and Area III
,' perform1ng Laboratory and slocal adm1n1strat1Ve tasks.

It wou}d, of course, be ideal if the Program Advﬁsors-cou?d‘decrease the time'
they spend in administrative and public duties to allow more time to be spent in
the classrooms. However, the real 51tuat1ons in the commun1&1es requ1re the Pro-
gram Advisors tQ perform many important adm1n1strat1ve duties. One Head Start
Program Advisor indicated that these adm1h1strattye duties inc1uded writing por;
tions of the"Head Start proposal, deve1oping‘and'qugeting training sessions~for'
substitute teachers and volunteers, operating as a resource person for school

staffing, and interviewing and hiring teachers and teaching assistants.

Rrogram Advisors 1ndﬁcaoed that they had not spent much time for "parent
meetings - It should be po1nted out that the PAs' role in parent 1nvolvement is
to assist the HS or FT director or the PAC chairman who usua]]y has the respons1—

:b1l1ty‘to get.parents participating in the PV_program;‘_Thus the -data should not

be’jnterpréted-as PAs' failure to involve parents.

A

i .
Questions Relating to- Program Adv1sors on
Teacher/Teach1nQ*Ass1stant Quest1onna1re

Teachers and teach1ng ass1stants who receive the tra1n1ng g1ven by Program
,Adv1sors, answered quest1ons re]at1ng to the teacher/Program Adv1sor re]at1onsh1p
:and rearted to .the- qua11ty of 1ra1n1ng ‘they rece1ved from the Program Adv1sors -The
qUestTDns were part of a quest1onna1re g1ven ‘to- teachers and teach1ng ass1stants dur-

- 1ngtheL1970-71 dchool year. . The quest1onna1re is- descr1bed 1n Chapter IV

Inserv1ce Tra1n1ng - o Lt

-

- Teachers -and teach1ng ass1stants were asked, "How. frequently do you;haverln:
Serv1ce workshops for the Responsnve_Model?"' The‘datawarewpﬁesented in Table 2.2.




)

Note. that in- serv1ce workshops conducted by the Program AdV1sors are he]d month]y_
in Communlty B, that a\g;;fshop 1s held week]y 1n Communi ty~C; and that workshops

are held b{;weekly in Communities D and E.
‘ N ,

\ ; TABLE 2.2

£
)

Frequency of Respons1ye Program In -service Norkshops
Question: How frequently do you have in- serV1ce workshops .
. for the Respon51ve Model?

-

8(n=45)  C (n=44)" . D (n=29)  E (n=29)  Total (N-157) -

-

Meekly 24 - | - (U

Bi-Weekly 7% 7. o leex 34y

 Tri-Weekly 248 . . 5% 3% 3 1

Monthly 67% . - - 3% L g
- T S - o -

“ teachere and teaching assistants were also askéd, “Do you, find in-service
i'workshops respensive to your needé?“, Reeponee data are presented in Tablef2.3.
The respohsesiindicate that most teachers ahd teaching assistahts did tind'the
.workshops resoonsive toftheir needs. However, it shou]d be noted that one-third -
of the respondents in Commun1t1es D and E d1saqreed with the question, wh1ch has '
1mp]1cat1ons for program deve]opment in th1s area. - r
T TABLE 2. 3 o . -
A ST Teacher and Teach1ng Ass1stant Sat1sfact10n with
: In-service Training. Question: . Do you find the _ :
in-service workshops responsive to your needs? ., . . -~

4

B (n=53) c_(ﬁfss)* D (n=27) uEl(h=ée)h . Total (h%144)

Yes' o~ 94 gy - . g7y R 1, 81y
NQ‘f': - 6% _' 19% . 33% 3090 B 19y

22
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i Data from TabTes 2 2 and 2 4 and teacher turnover (seZmChapter 2) suggest
that 1t may be necessary ‘to adJust the frequency of the workskas to the needs of
the teachers New teachers may benef1t more- from weekTy workshops while exper1enced
ones may_ pre1er bir weekTy or monthTy workshops Teacher turnOVer data 1nd1cated
that Commun1ty B had more exper1enced teachers " (56%) for 1970-71. school year Most
workshops were her montﬁ]y there and 94% of the teachers expressed sat1sfact1on |
W1th the. workshops Commun1t1es D and E had mostTy new teachers (67% and 75% re-
spect1ve]y), and this may ‘be’ the reason the workshops were held more often. 1n these'
commun1t1es Howeyer about ofie-third of the teachers in each commun1ty expressed

/ "
d1ssat1sfact1on w1th the. workshops It is possible that 1t,1% more difficult to

tra1n new teachers

4

As1de from eV1denc1ng genera] sat1sfact1on or d1ssat1sfact1on with in-service

workshopsc the respondents made comnents that ranged from a des1re to visit other

‘$ REP c]assrooms, through requests fhr teacher demonstrat1on, to requests for. 1nfor-

g
|
'3|

- mation on handling d1sc1p11ne prob]ems, ch11d devemopment and ch11d psycho]ogy ' o

Re]at1onsh1p w1th Program AdV1sor

Teachers -and teach1ng ass1stants were asked "Do you‘have difficuTty working
‘with the Program Adv1sor?“~ TabTe 2 4 1nd1cates that over 95% of them 1nd1cate no

d1ff1cuTty in work1ng with the RhP Program AdV1sor

TABLE 2. 4

Teacher and Teaching. Ass1stant ReTat1onsh1p with Program AdV1sor
Quest1on Do. you have d1ff1cu1ty work1ng W1th the Program AdV1sor?'

P

(e

M L e

P HERIBRSTE

CB.(n=54)". ¢ (n:41) D (n=28) E (n%29)  Total (N=i2f).

R

B 2 - 2 [/ gy e

No . - .98 . .8 '\ -9z , . 0% - . 9%




?51ng of the mean ranks 1s 1ntended to present a spectrum of how th1s sampTe of

¥ k - Educat1onaT Forces Inventory

Asa meuns of 1dent1fy1ng the forces other than ‘children's needs that influ-
ence teachers in the program the EducationaT*Forces Inventory (EFI) w§§ admini-
Etered to FoTTow Through teachers and teach1ng ass1stants in May of 1972. A copy
of this 1nventory appears in Append1x D.

-The EFI, deV1sed by the Laboratory, cons1sts of three related tasks. First,

each teacher was asked to rank a T1st of th17teen forces from most important to

o

“Teast 1mportant accord1ng to how each ope 17¢Tuences her.own teaching. The th1r-

+

G
teen forces were: Pr1nc1pa1 Other Teachens, Parents, Curr1cu1um Test1ng Pro-
B "-'// kS
grams, Statewide Mandates, Phys1ca1 Fac111t1es, Soc1aT EnV1ronment Curr1cu1um
Personne] D1rector Program AdV1sor and’Teach1ng Ass1stant/Teacher

Next each teacher’ was asked to d1str1bute TOO po1nts among the thirteen

_forces, in th1s way 1nd1cat1ng their reﬁat1ve strength FlnaTTy, each teacher was

,d1rected to 1nd1cate for. each of the forces whether it was a* pos1t1ve, negat1ve,r

or neutral 1nfTuence on her teach1ng/ S1x response opt1ons were aTTowed strong
i

”-'posqt1ve 1nf1uence, more pos1t1ve than negat1ve 1nf1uence more - negat1ve than

'pos1t1ve 1nf1uence, strong negat1ve 1nf1uence vequaTTy pos1t1ve and negat1ve 1n-

- i _ . ) . . @‘
fTuence and no 1nfTuence R o Lo

! . .
// Co . s

 Essential data. for the Educat1ona1 Forces Inventory are g1ven in TabTe 2 5.
v / .
The\data are“presented .as. mean ranks for each of the suggested educat1onaT forces -

/ g B3t

for each of the four RFP PTanned Var1at1on commun1t’es Commun1ty data are pooTed

for the four commun1t1es and the pooTed data, 1n turn, are ranked The rank order-




pearman 's rho

[Kc

1 Text Provided by ERIC

|
B 4w  TABLE 2.5 @
Mean Ranks of Educational Forces. That Inf]uence |
eachers for Planned Variation Commun1t1es -
, _ - MEAN .RANK§ Four | Sever PTanhed :Respon-
- S o T Planned Respon— Vairia- |-sive
Factgrs That Influence : COMMUNITY - Var1a- sive | tion Prograin -
B C D E | tion" |Program| Rahk Rank
j : Commun Commun 0rder* Ordeh#
; Pk1nc1pa1 dn ‘the school where you = | 3.7 :4.7| 4.5 7. "458 4.8 3 2
. teach, o N
: Central office adm1n1strat1ve 9:9111.9{11.3[10.9} 11.2 9.8 13 12 -
. personnel o - I R : ', v
i Other teachers in your schoo1 | 6.3 7.9 7.]"“6. ~ 7.1 7.7 |9 9
Parpnts‘of the ch11dren in your 63@ 7.1 6.4} 6.4| 6.7 . 6,%-- 8 6
class : - L o i .
» Curr1cu1um prescr1bed by the 5.6.| 5.2 | 6.5} 5. 5.5 [ 4.9 5 3
T district 1 . ' .
Ins truct1ona1 programs, used to - 9:6 {10:.0 10.1 10, 1107 9.3 1 W
. measure, educatiorial gains N I N R S .
. Statewide mandates on certification, | 10.6'| 1044 [11.1111.7 |-16.8 . [10.9 |12 13
3 currwcu]um, -grading, etc. A o I ’ # _ - :
] The srhoo] S phys1ca1 fac1]1t1es 5.6 4.6 ({-6.3'|: 5.0 J.éﬁd 5.7 4 5
3 The soc1al éanronmeTtof the 6.4 5.4 5.7 6.8 5.9 6.8 6 8 1
commun1ty W3, . R ' 4 o
Corrective. curriculum, personne] . 8.3 9.7 7.9 6.7]8.5 -7 7.8 10 10
. -who “came td yow room, €.g., ~° ¥k ‘ , ' - o
reading spec1a11st etc. . N _ R
Director of the Foltow Thrqugh - 8.6 4.6-) 6.4 7. 6.3- | 6.8 |7 7
~ Program S R N AR |
{ Program-Advisor Who works most 4.1 | '4l6.|".3.5 3.2 | 4.0 5.5 11 4
- with you . : o o ' o o . ‘5ﬁ. '
1 The teaching assistant- (1n your 4.11°4.9.0 4.1 1:3.014.2 46 |2 1
c1afsroom) S e - o
o NUMBER 6 410 15 20 .92 . 169
- /-' ’ ‘m“ : v Co
94
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Non Fo]low Through Teachers Mean F0110w7Through Teachers

in 3 Planned Variation Rank ~in 3 Planned Variation

D1Jtr1cts, N= 44 s . Districts, N=76
_Curriculum (2.06}) - - =-2.0

»2{5
' 3.0
Principal (3.27) L
a 3.5 _ program Advisor (3.72)
8.0 — Teaching Assistant (3.33)
4.5 h o

Social Environment (5.00) —. 5.0 Principal '(4.84) __

Physical Facilities (5.18) = . : ’
- Testing Programs (5.41) ' — 5.5. Phys1ca] Facilities (5.55) EER
"Other Teachers (5.47) Curriculum (5.63)

Parents (5.50) 6.0

S ‘ Other Teachers (6 36)

_ 6.5 " Social Environment (6.37)

Curriculum Personnel (6.77) : = 7.0 ¢ Parents (6.57)

Statew1de Mandates (7.63) — 75

CentraT 0ff1ce Administrators (7. 70 8.0 —— Curriculum Personnel (7.83)

v - FoTTow Through/Dlrector (7.95)
- . 8.5 -
3
9.0
1 9.5 | )

10,0 — Testihg Programs (10.01)

10.5 — Central Office Administrators (10.41) .

.11.0  — Statewide Mandates (11.00)

1.5

Kendall s tau for. ten comparab]e “forces" for the two groups of teachers equaTs '
pmnt s1xty y-four (. 64) with p<004

Fmgure 2.1. Compar1son of Mean Ranks of FoTTow Through and Non-Follow Through
o 5 Teachers in Three PTanned Variation Commun1t1es ' :

% 26
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Mean o _
Ranx . Educational Forces
3.5
4.0 -— Program Adyjsor,(4.é),; : R
. -~ Teaching, Assistant (4.2) :
4.5 ' L . }
— Principal (4.8)
5.0 .~
— Physical Facilities (5.4)
5.5 — Curriculum (5.5) a
6.0 — Social Environfent (5.9)
6.5 - — FT Director (6.3)
—— Parents (6.7)
70 . other Teachgrs (7.:1)
7.5 '
8.0 -
*“',f © 8.5 — Curriculum Personne] (8.5)
9.0 |
{ & . '
- - 9.5
- 0.0 — Testing Programs:(10.1)
| 0.5 .-
S - < X —— Statew1de Mandates (10. 8)
N T ' ‘ 11.0 t ,
- : T . —_ Centra] 0ff1ce Adm1n1stra}ors (11.2)
S | o o

'Iy S ,~ . . |

- Eigurészz- Mean Ranks of Educat1ona1 Forces as- ﬁerce1ved by Fo]]ow Through
‘ Teachers 1n Four Planned Var1at1on Commun1t1es, N= 92

N

m Yy




teen forces, it seems cTear that teachers rank "higher those forces wh1ch are geo-
graph1ca11y nearest to them “Those forces manlfestTy remote from the cTassroom

rank lower. The Programahdvxsor who is perhaps the key person in the 1mp1ementa-

” t1on of the Respons1ve Program ranks first as an educational force on the teacher.

M § The teaching assistant is ranked a close second to the Program Adv1sor. ‘In f1gure'
. 2 T\"breaks“ occur in the d1stance scale just before and Just after ”Currlculum ‘
' personneT who .come to your room. These breaks gontr1bqte to our thesis fhat the

~perceived 1mportance of educat1ona1 forces is related 1nverse1y to the1r d1stance f

,ﬂfrom the classroom. Cdrr1cdlum personneT who visit the/ cTassroom -are not tied to
\
T the cTassroom; they represent district policy and, as_s&en in these ranh1pgs; are
apparentTy separated perceptually from the school as a force.‘ "Testing Program,"
_.'Statewide Mandates," and "Central Office AdminiStrators," each distinctT}l
,eparate from the schooT, .complete the thesis of 1mportance of educat1ona. forces
‘and distance from the classroom. L .

STnce.the_Educat1onaT }orces‘Inventory is an experimental instrument,'there"
_“are no norms. In lieu of norms, we' have presented in Table 2.5 the7mean rankings
. of teachers in seven non-PTanned Varfation Responsive Programltommunfties for com-

'mparison"purposes We have 1nd1cated the rank order of the mean rank1ngs for the
_fWO/groupS of commun7t1est It can be seen that the results for the two groups

o . s .o©

— .. are similar,

. ‘AdditionaTTy,_in“three of the Planned Variation districts (ponnmnities C, Do
*dand"E) comparabTe EFI'data were obtained from non-Follow Through.teachers These‘
- ”"“teachers were also asked to'rank various educational forces; only the forces
’“Program D1rector,”-“Teach1ng Ass1stant," and "Follow Through D1rector were not
S ‘Jg1ncTuded orr the1r Tfst The mean rank data presented in F1gure 2. 2 reveaT an- 1nter-

“. . . .-resting fwnd1ng. when the rankings of the 10 forces that the non-FoTTow Throuqh

o
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1group ranked were compared to the rankxngs by the Fol]ow Through group of the‘

igﬁme 10 foro er’y: 1t was found that the: rank1ngs were s1m11ar. However, as 1nd1cated
[".
‘preVTDUQ]y, Fb]low Through teachers ranked the Program AdVISor and teachlng ass1s-

T

]tant as haV1ng the greatost anfluence on thezr teachlng Thus, 1n terms of the

rfactors whwqh 1nF1uence the1r teachmg,L Fo]low Through teachers are s1mn1ar to non-
Loi]ou Through teacners, EXCcpt for the 1wportant difference that. Fo]]ow Through
“’U:teachcrs are strongly 1nf1uenced by the Program Advisor and the teach7ng ass1stant
‘wt?\The strength /k‘d1rect1ons of the var1ous educat10na1 forces that 1nf1uence‘
- teachens are reported 1n the teacher segt1on (Chapter 4) uff1ce 1t here~to say
“3 that the Program -Advisor is clear1y a'r051t1ve1y rece1ved add1t1on to the schoo?

SO svstem. .

~
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/- Summarz |
The Program Adv1sor is a key e1ement in determ1ng the extent of 1mplemen-
tatlon and u1t1mate1y the success of the REP P7 anned Var1at10n program 1n each
communtty The PA- fac1]1tates the-. 1mp1ementat1on of the: REP. by tra1n1ng teachers
‘and teach1ng ass1stants In add1t1on, the PA must work to promote an understand1ng

. of the program_on the part of the 52 h001 personne] and peop]e i the commun1ty

" The degree of success on the part of the PAs in fu1f1111ng the1 respons1b111t1es
.ba]so ref]ects the effect1veness of the Laboratory S traln1ng pro ram. : '(f
The - data preSented in th1s chapteH 1nd1cate the fo]]ow1ng co.cern1ng the role
'the PAs are fulfilling: | | _ .
| (1) Program Advasors spent about oné- thﬁrd of the1r time wbrking with
"\ _teachers/ ‘eaching assistants in the c]assroom to he]p 1mp]ement the. REP In

add1tlon, théy spent about one-tenth of the1r worK1ng time in plann1ng -and con-

duct1ng 1nserv1ce workshops for the teachers zdeal]y the PA would be able to
R SO t
dévote more time in the c]assroom, but comstra1nts posed by other JOb respons1b1]-

1t1es limit the t1me she can spend in the c1assroom r
7“7.*" (2) The twme the PAs spent with teachers ‘in the c]assroom and .the - workshops
“the PAs oFfered EV1dent1y had an 1nf1uence on. the teachers when asked to ranl
- order 11 educat1ona1 forces that range from phys1ca1 fac1]1t1es to centra] off1ce
adm1n1strators 1n terms of the1r 1mpact on the1r teaching, the teachers 1nd1cated 1
that the PAs. had the most 1mpétt;pn their teaching.
(3) D1ssat1sfact1on with the workshops was expressed by 6% of the |
teachers in Commun1ty B and,19% 1n‘Commun1ty.Cz but the correspond1ng,percen—“
..tages vere 33% in Community D. and 329, in CommUnﬁty?f g may be . that the
‘d1fferent1a1 turnover rates are 1nvo1ved here, since Commun1ty D and COmmun1ty E
had lower teacher turnover than the other two éommun1t1es (see teacher turnover
I";;ta presented 1n Chapter 2). Thusy ! REP teachers return1n§’for their second s
5year may have had h1gher expectations for the1r tra1n1ng for 1mp1ement1ng the

l

o I
“more comp]ex program procedures (e g. , fac111tat1ng dtscovery 1earn1ng)

4 30 0 S T
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(4) A vast majority'of_the teachers from_alj

satisfactory wOrkfng‘ré1ationships,wiﬁh'fheir’PAslt

K
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COMMUNITY AND THE/;CHOOL SYSTEM

" CHAPTER 3

: _j //6;ject1Ves for the Commun1ty and
f ‘ the “S¢hool System |
i Far West Laboratory | . ) . /r »
%wmu%iégﬁnwml/ /1. To support . the goals and objectlves of the
| // / Responsive Educational Program leading to
4 s - | ) _ =+ ,eventua1 1nst1tut1ona1lzat10n of the program.
@ Program Advisqf 1___ gistrict HS or FT .
¥ £ |roaren Directsr 2. For the school sys ter‘) to became responsive
3 ///ﬁ§zf“““-~,\‘7_ to the needs of children from varled efhn1c
. _Scﬁgg{'ug;:{en ?;:Z;ggm Pii:?&tpation | I ',S;EC}lgs \ : and soct a'] Dackgrounds .
O C .- C . Z_C___-3J 3 For the school system to accept its role
— L - as an educational cHange agent responsible
g The Child —1 R to the needs ‘of the; comnun]ty
‘g ' ' 4. To increase. communlcatlon and cooperatlon

between the commun1ty and the school system.

Data to be Presented

T e

i; = Sy
{ : Sources Community’
| B T I E
[ - | Hs FT | HS- FT | HS FT | HS FT .
~ Community Cﬁ%racteristics'. XX X X XX | XX | }
" ChiTd and Family Data X X bx o ox txox | xox |
) ‘ s ) . ) » : . 7
) Teacher/Teaching ‘Assistant/ . x oox x4 X
' Chitd Ethnicity Data . i
feacher Turnovef Data - - X - X 1 X ©X
_ Institutionalization Data . . ° X ._vi'ge _ }X a4 X
-Implementation‘Ratings . lbx o x X ' X
. . -')\ s -
o {
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CommunitxfCharacteristics TN

.
To eva]uate program implementation as 1t reiates to the commun1ty and/or

'schoo1 system, it is 1mportant to examine and understand the conmun1ty* in wh1ch

}the program is be1ng implemented. Consequent]y ‘general popu]at1on character1st1cs

and various economic indicators of the four comm'n1t1es w111 be d1scussed, and im-

. plications for 1mp]ementat1on revealed by the various indices W111 be considered.

B

P;pu]at1on Character1st1cs

Table 3.1° summar1zes various popu]at1on characte11st1cs of the four PLanned
Var1at1on tommun1t1es _AT1 the communities can be classified as major urban1zed
areas. Their central city popu]at1ons 1n 1970 ranged from 133,000 (for Community

i,

B) to 463,000 (for Community C). Population density was a]so greatest in

Commdnity C (11,178 people per square mile), being almost double the national

aserage for cities havjng 200,000 or more inhabitants. The population densities

of Communities B, D, a_d\5¥fere less than the national average with Community ‘B

1,280 peop]e per square m11e

\/‘

?naving the’1owest figur\ |

.The ethnic compos1t1on of the popu]at1ons in these four commun1t1es is also -
|

indi€ated in Tab]e 3.1. When we examine these figures, severa] facts become appa-
rent‘ In 1970, a11 four communities had a 1arger wh1te popu]at1on and a sma]]er \g

,concentratqon of other ethn1c groups tnan the nat1ona1 average. For 1nstance in

the U. S , wh1tes const1tute 77% of the popu]at1on whereas other ethnic groups .com-

‘pr1se 23% In Commun1t1es B, D, “and E, wh1tes make up more than 90% of the popu1a—-

t1on with other ethn1c groups const1tut1ng less than 10%..0f the population. Only

* ’ . St

District, Community, and Site are terms used 1nterchangeau1y and refer to the
four. commun1t1es involved. in the implementation process. To keep: the communities
anonymous, they are des1gnated by the letters B C, D, and E.

30 : “ S
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. TABLE 3.1 I 35
. 1 . , N

~ Pre- Program Commun1ty Characteristics Affect1ng
' Imp?ementat1on, Ab111ty To Respond”

T ,
National Bureau of’Cen{u§minformétiOn _ COMMUNITIES. .
e . B ¢l o " E. |National
POPULATION CHA?ACTERISTICq ‘ 5 ' ' __ Average
Fopu]at1on in rentral c1t1es (1 000) 133 463 . 1,7‘6.~ {55.4& Ty
.Tgfal met"opo11tdn population (1 000) 265 1,3#9 7558 | '41];
Popu]aEuon dens1tytper.square m11e ‘ 1;280 11,f78 ,158 3,275 “5,976*
Ethnic composition: 1970 - . - | \
Hhi te |98k | 79y 074 91¢ 77%
Black . - 1% 1 o200 | 1% 79 214
' Other | . L T Vi 2%
Population éhange 1960-70: (in %) . | | i
Wnite -6.1 -20.7 | -8.2 N Y
Black and Other 68.3 | 341 | 42.0  |s1.4- | 36.0
" Median age | T 29.8 | 31.4 28.4 29.4 29.3-
Percentage of population ) T
under‘five ' 7.5 - 8.0 8.8 8.3 7.6
ECONOMIC INDIY ATORS
Year-round‘Units in central cities:
Lacking some or all.plumbing 7.0% 2.9% ; 2.7% 2.3%l. 3.7%

- Hith more than ane person nér room 5.0% 4.7% 6.3% 4.7% 8'5%;-
Median values single fanily home. (513,600 1$12,900 | $16,700 | $15,000 | $16,500
Median #;kth1y rent’ | N $N $80 $85 . $91

Percent of total work force : = | _ -
unemployed * 5.4 * 87 4.9
Local goverhment direct o *
expenditure on education $44.3% | $47.0% |$65.5% |$58.7% | 45.0%

* Comparqb1e communities




Community C comes close to the national SVenage'With 79% white ana'21% Otnen'ethnic
gnoupe. Thus, of the four cnmmun1t1es, anmun,ty c has the 1argest percentage of
non-whites, the largest number of whom are Black. Commun1t1es B D, and E have re-
. latively sma'l percentages oﬁ7non—wh1tes, 1.5%," 3.2%, “and 9.2% respectrve]y.

&t

Population changes‘presenfed in Tab1e 3I1 show that dyring thendetadeff960el
70, the populat1on of the United States 1ncreased 5. 2% This-intrease'was maanly
-=accounted,for by Black and other non—wh1te ethnic groups, s1nce the percentage
of wh1tes in the overall popu]at1on d1m1n1shed durlng this per1od As a group,
the four REP Planned Variation commun1t1es had popu]at1on changes s1miiiar%Uyﬁ ‘
but net identical-with those in the ‘total U.S. In all communities, fhere was a’
_growth of non-white. ethnic groups. The largest increase wa% in Community E,
where the nonfwhite popu1atann increased py 81%. A1l conmunities execpt E
showed aFQeelane.{n the nhite population during the ten-year perfod 196]-70,
_witr‘ébﬁmanity C showing the‘most-marked decline. These popu]at1on changes_
no doubt ref1ect in part the m1grat1on of the wh1te popu]at1on to the suburbs.

The median ages in Commun1t1es B, 0, and E (29.8,_28.4, and 29.3 respecttvely)
-c1ose1yfappnqximate the national avérage of 29.3. However, {n-Community €, the |
median age waa sﬂight]y o]der-(31 4). ~In Conmun1ty B, the percent population
under five years of age is 7.5%, close to the national average of 7.6%. Communities
-G, D, and E, however, conta1n somewhat greater percentages of children under

s .

five, --8. O%, 8.8%, and 8.3% respect1veﬂy

Economic Indicators

)
The data used in this section to describe economic conditions in’ the communi- ™

)

.Y
w
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ties are inadeguate.-lHowever,}the figures are-used'heoause“%heyfare readf]y/;vail_
able and-emphasige the oireotion evaluation'sh6u1d take in trying to unders tand
.more'about”pre—existing community characteristics ) Ass
Several hous1ng 1nd1cators ava11ab1e from the 1970 census g1ve some 1ns1ght
into the four P]anned Var1af1on commun1t1es These include percentage of year— _ \\\\\\
round hous1ng un1ts 1n the central c1t1es that Tack compTete p1umb1ng facilities,
N the percentage of occup1ed hous1ng un1ts with: more than one person per room,
med1an m thTy rents, and home Values - e &

Table 3.1 demonstrates that throughout the nation; 3.7%. of the year—round
hous1ng units jack p]umb1ng In compar1son“ Commun1ty B had a greater percentage
(7.0%) of homes w1thout p]umb1ng The rema1n1ng three Responsive commun1t1es were
similar to one anotner on this 1ndex, and atl fe]] below the national aVerage

~{2.9%, 2.3%, and 2.7%. for Compunities C, D, and £ respect1Ve]y)
: Table 3.1 also. shows that nat1onw1de in ]970 8.5% of ‘the . occup1éd hous1ng
: _un1ts in central cities WEre crowded (more than one person per room) Compared
to the national figure, there was less crowd1ng in th° Planned Vartat1on cg%mun1-
ties than in most central cities. Among_theifour Commun1ty D had the greatest
'percentageb(6.3%),'foliowed.hy_Community B (5.0%) and Communi ties Dfand E(4.7%
each). | o |
As further indicated in Table 3. i, the med1an month]y rent. throughout thP
| country in 1970.was $91.00. ATl four P]anned Var1at1on commun1t1es had 1ower reuts

L

than the national average. In Commun1t1es B’ and;C rents were about $20.00 a month
Tower. -‘_ | - mt _
N Cost of hé]kkng Tnformation~ﬁs also shown- Homes inbgﬁl four.communities
were valued be o the nat1ona1 average w1th Commun1ty C having the Towest med1an

4 vaiue ($3,600 below the_nat1ona1 average)

2 5 )
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‘Unempioyment rates* were also available. Figures on unemploynént -for two of W

the communities were not reported in the U.S. census. However, the two statisties
faVai1ah]e were both above the nationa1ffiggre. “The higest unemployment rate was
in Community E;:where.8.7%mof the total workltoree_(a1m%st twiceJas‘high asvthe -
»nationa1 amerage of 4. é%) were unemp1oyed in 1970. ’ The other community, C,
nad an unemp]oyment rate of 5.4% of the total work force. 3
The same table-also g1ves the percentage of government monies wh1ch were ex-
pended on educat1on in the four commun1t1es, as we]] as “the average expend1ture for
U.s. c1t.es having 200,000 or more peop]e 0ut1ays in Commun1t1es Cand B approx1- :
mated thﬁstaverage,.and in Communities.n and E (65.5% and_58.7% respective]y) they
were higher than the nation-mide.figure. ' \ | |

S
-
'

Child and Family Data - :. L .

“To collect moreannformat1on on ‘the ch11dren and the1r fam111es, the Laboratory -
- L.
asked HS PV teachers 07 teach1ng ass1stants to ¢omplete “"child demograph1c forms"

for tall ch1]dren in the1r c1assrooms | The FT teachers or teach1ng ass1stants.com-
p]eted\{demographic‘forms” for only the)enter1ng k1ndergarteners or f1rst-graders..
The two ;ears' demographic data proyide a fairly accurate estimationuof several. |
chitd and fahﬁ{g background variables: ethnicity,‘family size,;income levél, =~
mother wort1ng outside of home , father not present at hame. Some of these fami]y

"
oackground var1ab1es ref]ect to a gross degree, a family's Ab1|1ty To Attend g

(ATA) ‘tosa child.

‘ - — L . ‘ /
" " For. a d1scuss1on of underemp]oyment and subemp1oyment, see “Cr1s1s of the Under- _/
' gggemp1oyed“ by W. Spring; B.. Harr1son, and. T V1et0r1sz The New York T1mes

. Magaz1ne November 5, 1972 pp. 42- 60 B g -

, o e e . . .




g Communities = S
ATA Indicators c - D _E
Total Number of Children . '
“in Program (HS and FT) - 626 729 456 459
" Economic Tevel: percent of S ' %%H_ ﬁﬁ%
“ families within OEQ poverty ' . o
guidelines e 67% . 96% 9% 82%
Father absent: percent of . _ ' o :
families with‘father’absent_ 35% 50% 32% L 50% .
; . \\ ’ T ) il l‘ ’ ‘ | | |
R §
Working mother1 .percent of ‘ 2 K
families where mother holds- ’ _ o _ i
an out;ide-job ] : T 29% 31% 29% .- 23%
- Size_of family: eéstimated
,@ average number .of-children o o C
in the family S 3.7 T 3.4 3.6 4.2
. 'i! | £ ’
i Y i t
;'AJ ; -
S :
3 §




Family Ability to Attend. Nimniht, ct al. (1972) have discussed the notion

‘of ATA as the ab111ty of the parents or family to attend to a ch1]d s phys1ca1 and
psycholog1ca1 needs by prOV1d1ng adequate food, she]ter health care, and attent1on 7.
for the child. Certain family cond1t1ons, such as economic level, presence of

parents, family size, etc., affett the fami]y's-Abi]ity To Attend to a child. An R
economically poor family is 1ess likely to be able to prov1de ‘for adequate phys1ca1

needs A ch11d in a family w1thout the presence of a father and with the- niother

working outs1de the home is less likely to- #eceive adequate attent1on from aduits..

Parents with many ch?]dren may have to divide the1r energy among more children and,

‘therefore, are likely to have less time for an individual child:
' Community C appeared to have the Towest rating on the Fam11y ATA "indiicators

(see Table 3. 2y. Community C has more families that are econom1ca]1y poor that

have mothers ho]dlng Jobs outs1de the home, and that do not have fathers.at home. —ie
- Commun1ty B has fam111es that rated.a 1ittTe h}gher.on ATA'1nd1cators ' Compared to w
thefother commun1t1es, it has fewer poor families, fewer work1ng mothers, and fewer‘
fam1]1es w1thout the. presence of father. .

s

Ch11d Ethn1c1tz__ F1gures dep1ct1ng the ethn1c1ty of children in. the REP-

'P1anned Var1at1on cIassrooms are presented. in Table 3.3. Overal] the, ch11drer in
“the program were composed of 40.6% B]ack 45.0% white, 8.5% Mex1can American, and

4.0% Nat1ve Amer1can Buﬂ\as the tab]e shows, ethn1c1ty var1es-areat1y from district
to d1str1ct The maaor1ty of th= children in Commun1ty B were. from wh1te fam111es

-and in Commun1ty C necr]'4 "all. the ch11dren were from Biack fam111es In Communtty,D,
.:47% of the ch1]dren were Wh7tﬂ 38% were Mex1cah Amer1can, and 10% were B]ack._ The.
program 1n -Communi ty. E COns1sted of 529 white chlzdren 40% Bla~k ch1]dren, and a e
=..smaH percentage of Nat1ve Amer1can ch11dren Sma\l nmeers of . Nat1ve Amer1can

ch11dren wereLalso found in Communtty B (9%) and Commun1ty D. (3%)

Th1s 1nformat1on 1s part1cu1ar1y 1mportant 1n 11ght of the not1on of the
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' school s Ab111ty To Respond ﬁo its chz]dren ‘when'there-are several, ditterent

groups of ch11dren in the schoo]s, as 1n Commun1t1es D and E, or when the schoo1s

are - composed pr1mar11y of- ch11dren who come from a d1fferent ethn1c background

'than .the teachers and adm1nlstrators in the' schoo], as in Commun1ty C, then the job

| of respond1ng to the needs of a]] of the ch11dren in the schoois becomes much more

md1ff1cu1t Furthermore, the fact that cb11dren in the program are fron many v

_d1fferent ethnic groups places add1tlona1 demands for versatility and re]evancy

on the Laboratory tra1n1ng program

o

TABLE 3.3 ‘ -

—

Ethn1c1ty of Ch1]dren (Head Star* and Fo]]ow Through) 4n Planned Variation Communities

(197] Figures)

P

Pércent in various - Fommni ties i,
_ethnic groups - Across Distrfotst B - C D B
_ - _(N-2270) (N-626) (N-729) (N=456) (N-459)

CUBlack 0 aels T g0 880 100 40.0

White - 45.0° L 82.0, 8.0 47.0  52.0

;Mexican-American_' . 8.5 . © 0.8 é;7 . 38.0 1.0

Native American | | 4.0 9.0 0.7 3.0 . 5.0

Oriental 0.5 . 0.0 0.0 102 0.8

# 09 " 00 20 1.0 0.8

__Otﬁer

“an,
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Thé Children — ' ' ' '*?#?{ﬁﬁ’?"”aﬁﬁ?qﬁﬁ’_
In 1977, on the average, 93.5% of the Head Start ch11dren and 82.5% of the

—

. Follow Throﬁghvchfldren capvbe considered poor; i;e., their fami]iéS*met the
0ffice. of Economic Oppoktunity'pOVe;ty guidelinés. Oﬁe of the major‘ob%;:I?Ves of
P]anned Variation is to p;bvjde unique educetional experiencés to children fromf\,\

low-income families. These data indicate that the Pﬁénned Variation REP's were .\\\

succeﬁsfu? 1n.d1recting their'effofﬁs toward children from'10w—iﬁcomehfam111es. h \\
Furthermore, thdugh we do not know the ecuonomic statué of those PV chi]dréh who
did not meet OEO poverty guidelines, it seems safe to assume that a large propér—_
tion are marginal or close to the OEQ poverty classification.
0vera11; the children in the REP P]anned Va?iatiénuc1assrooms were composed of
40,6% Black . 45 0% White, 8.5% Mexican- Amer1can, and 4 0% Nat1ve Américan: Bg& as

_ shown in TabiQ 3.3, ethn1c.rompos1t1on varies from d1str1ct to. district. ‘The "

majority of ch1]dren in Commun1ty C are from Black fam111es and the maJority of

© “children in Commun1ty B are from white fam.11es . ) |

In add1t1on, the commun1tyw8vprogram consistad of 9% Nat1ve Amer1can ch1}dren

and in Commurrity-D 38A of the children were Mexican- American. .Other ethn1c.groups

S i

‘Were.represented, but on1y in sma11—percentages (Tess than 3% for any one prdjéct)f




) ggpggggéz Becauéé the ability of a séﬁool to respond to children is diminisﬁeﬁ
tf the,schdo] does not take into accduni that some of the children may hear ;nd
Sneak‘a different language in their homes than the language used in the school, an
- attempt was made to gain informatiéﬁ'on wh at‘?énguage ﬁOSt often is useg in the

Chi]d;éﬁ'sihOmes Consequent?y; the quest1on, ”Nhlcn language is spoken most often
in the home’” was included on the child informaticn forms. The resulting-data :%e
presented in Tables 3.4 and 3.5.
As would be,e*pecteq, giyén the large percehtages of Black and white chiidren
“in the program, tEnglish {s the language reported tQ bé‘spokenﬂin most of £he howeé
‘of the REP Planned Variation children. However, it should be pointed 6yt ccn:erﬁ-
. ing the Black children that thern {s a legitiﬁate oaestion as to wheth;r tgé
§ 1arguage spoken in their howes, i.e., Black English, is the same 1anguage as thn '
middlz-class English used in the school. '
The data from'Communify g may_a]So_be‘somewhat'misieadingﬁ Though 38~ oflghé'i-
".chi Taren—in this community are Mexic"én-:m.;erifans,. only :9?f’of the HS and 4. 0f the
FT fam1l1e< were reported to spLak Spant:h "wost often" in “the hume. -A{thd§§h ft
;"may Be" the case thot only this.purcentage oF famliwes use Spanlsn mo<t‘of£en“ iﬁ
the home it is prpbably sae to assume that Spanwsh is spoken to “some extent 3n
" :atmost all of the qome of e %ext dan- American children in. Commun:ty 0. * '
© - -Thus, it is 00351bie that slmost all of the chzldren in Conmmnwtj B, clo e to
“one-half of tnE'chwxdren in Comaunivy E,;and perhaps a‘thwrd of the ghq?dren in
Cﬁmmunity C. may.experience,difficu]tiés°ih school beiause they;épeak 5 language . °
"”mf?wnlC\ 1s different (either Llack Englisn or Span1sh) ffd% that used in tne scﬁoqil

setulng ' | o : "'. o : v —

{
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TABLE 3.4

Canguage Spoken in the Home of Regﬂanszve Planned Variation Head Star;ffn11dren in
Percent 1970-71" :

kA =

Comaunity = otal to. . i English 1 Spanish % Other

T o
3 o 100 - o . o
¢ 206 92 SRR {$‘  e
D e | 90 - 9 o
o Er IR | 9 S R
e Lo o o R
W, .TﬂELE 3.5 - DR

Percent bf Language Spoken in the Homes of Responsive PTanned Varfat1on FOIlow Through
s . . Chi)drnn, 1970-71
| {

ok 26 g
Commnity©  Total No.  sEnglish ©  YSpanish % Other
8. s25 - 100 0 "'Q;,,; 
¢ © 495 B L
> 336 R . 1
o E _ 380 I S 0

.‘fTeacher, Teach1ng ASS1stant “and Chw!d Ethn1cxty
o One of the serious p\oblevs rela;ed to the schcol systém s.Ab1}1ty to Respond
}-1045 rnx%d is that the chxcd is 0ften requxred to learn in an “a11en“ ehv1ronme:t
‘Gﬂﬁ estabTIshed and malntaxned by teachers and adm:nwstrators who frequent]y come
from a differan socio-~ economic class and a different ethnic background from the
ﬁiuw»fNITd*en them:!:ves If a child is to be abXe\to develop a positive se)f—concept,

the system should adjust to his needs rather‘than meting out punishwents forfhjs'
. 44 . A B




faifure to perform well in a non- responsive school.
One effect of the PV program has been the 1nvolvement of 1nd1v1duals who
|
share a conmon ethnic background w1th the ch1]dwen as teachxn SlStantSdnd

u]twmately,‘as teachers in the’ c]assroom It is rea]1zed that th1s is not the

.

to the ch11dren they serve. In.some cases, for examp]e, a person may tend to take

_ *1na1 solutwon to the prcb]eﬁ of

sur1ng that c1assroom personne] dre respons1ve o

LR

- -
-

“on the va]ues OT the cTass to wh1ch he asp1res Thus s1mp1y because a teacﬁ1ng
|

aSS1:tant or teacher s, from the Same ethn1c group ‘a~\the chlldren 1h the c1ass, .

P -

-qt dass not neces ar11y fo11o: that he/she w111 be more responsrve to the cr11dren

- -

. e e
- .- -

.~ than someonp from a dnfferent group T -

drawn from “the commun?%y has made toward achwev1ng this goa] The most str1k1ng
- Chaﬂgq is found in Commun1t1e= C.and D. In Lommun1ty C over 90% of the Fo11ow

.,jxhrough ch11dren in ]:/O 71 were: B]ack wheteas on1y 227 of the teaehers were B]ack
However 90% of the teachrng a551qtants h1red through the- Fo]low Through program

Were - B]ack, changlng the overa]] percentage of B]ack teach1ng staf. from about one-~
fourth to more than one- ha?f Ih Commun1ty D the child popu]atwon was re1at1ve1y

diverse. wtth ), of the ch11dren be1ng B]ack 44b whlte, 44% Mex1can Amer1cah “and
3% Native Kmer1can The teache:s, however were all wn1te, except for one who was

Vat1ve American. As n1th Lamnun1ty C the comoos1t1on of the teach1na asswstants

"~ hired through the Fo)]ow Through program closely resembles the ethn’c (OWPOS‘tTOn o

N

. of,the chﬂ]dren, 1nd th1s h1r1nq policy contrtbuted >1gh ficantlv to 7essen1nq the
~-d1;crepahcy between the teach1ng,seaff ana the chtldren in terms of ethnic and

fsutia1¢c7asgxbackground.

The teac}er and teaching assistani figures were derived from the responses of

" teacners and teaching assistants who returned the 1970-71 Follow Through Teachzr/
Teaching Assistant Questionnaire. The child data represent a eg]] taken in 1970~
71 of all kindergarten and entering first-grade children. Thesé”data do not.
reflect the increased number of parents who actively participate ifi classrocm
process. This factor. increases the 51m11ar1ty between the ethn1c1ty of adults -
in the c]assroom and the children they serve. : .

Fxgune 3‘1 shows the contrwbut1on thch the add1t1on of teacthg assasbants .h;;Zif



F1g 3 1. School d1str1ct charactemshcs affectmg ab1hty to respond
Follow Through staff. ethmmty compared to child ethnicity (in percentages).
' Note. - B= B1ack MW=White, NA=Native. Amemcan, MA=Mexican Amemcan Or=0riental,

Q _ i -
EMC OfOther‘ . o .- 46




A similar, but not so drastic, change occurred in Community E. The one

commiunity for which this anaiysis is not applicable is Commun1ty B, where there

I
was no initial d1screpancy between the ethn1c composition of teachers and children |

e

as over 90% of the children were white and a majority of the teachers were white.

... Teacher Turnover

! Data on teachgr turnover in the Foliow Through'P1anned Variation programs are
shown in Table 3.6. The four Follow Through programs experienced a loss of from
38% to 50% (average = 44%) of their teachers during lic 1969-70 s~Foo] year. New
teachers, ref]ecfing both rep1écement of those Tost and increased prcgram size,
were added in 1970-71. These néw teachers ‘accounted for from 44% to 75% (average=
61%) or the REP Follow Through teaching staff in 1970-71. If we look at théSc
changes another-way, only 25% to 56% (average ='39%) of the PV Follow Through

teachers had Responsive_Program experience at the beginning of the 1970-71 school
ﬁ% ’
3
A1l school systems experience turnover due to "normal" attrition of school

year.

; transfers,'mafernify leave, retircment, husband's relocationy and the  Jike. Teacher
’turnqrer in the Follow Through REP, however, is higher than normal due to certaiﬁ
programmatic reasons. For examp}e; teacher turnover fends to'be higher n inner-
city schools. Also the add?tiomgj time'necessary for -training in the principTesxbf
the program and implementing those principles 1n'£he ciassrdom p1ace§ aﬁ extra
burdén on teachers Furthermore, a large proportion of teachers are "appointed" or

i
"assigned" to the REP wwthout knou1ng much about” the program, and others must enter
the program without serious conanderat1on, commi ment or intent at the last minute
if they want a JOb;

- The high rate of teacher turnover in the four communities has grave implica-~

. i ' Y 7 . 7




|

tions for program imp]gmentaf%on. Implementation of the brogram in the ciassroém is
a process which takes consfderab]e time and effort on the part of teachers aﬁd-
ﬁ}dqrém Advisors a?iké. When a teacher leaves the program, it means not only tﬂat
more time and fﬁﬁds must be spent on fraining a new teacher, but that the implementa-

~ tion process jtself is curtailed.

TABLE 3.6
Follow Through Teacher Turnover 1969-71

k

- COMMUNITY
& B C D : _ Total
Humber of Classes ., _ | m
1969-70 16 16 10 10 52
1970-71 g 8 5 10 3
Total 1970-71 53 — 15 20 83
~ Number of Teachefs )
-, o | |
1969-70 16 16 10 10 52
No. leaving '69-70 7 6 5 5 23
Percent loss | 44% 38% 50% 50% 44%
New teachers in '70-71 7 13 10 15 45
Percent new teachers  44% 563 67% 75 613
Percent experienced ' f
teachers in 1970-71 56% B 443 - 33% 25% 39%

m e e o T o . Y s S B S S e B4 S S e O S A e A S G B S G S o S G T R S L e T W Ay e M T W WA G G B S e

Average Teaching Experience in REP

| T1ofor 1970-71 - |
| Teachers o ’”f]f'. 12 16 12  Months
Teaching Assistants 15 - 14 15 : N Months
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Table 3.6 also shows the average number of monfhs'that teachers and teaching assis-~
_tants in the four communities had taught in the Follow Through REP by the end of
the 1970-71 schooi year. These data were co)lected from-a sample of teachers and

teaching assistants who returned questionnaires administered at the end of the 1970-
71; thus they represent an estimate only. It.can be seen thaf’teachers and teabhing

assistants in districts B and D had the highest average experience. This no'doubt
reflects in'pqrt the fact that the REP\was started in these communities in 1968-&9,
whereas the first year of the program in Community E was 1969-70. The reason that
CQmmun%ty C shows a low average experience figure fé net c1eér, since the program
in this community was also started in 1968-69 and in this community teacher turn=
over was not se\high &5 in the other districss. i

.One point shou]d'be stressed concerning ‘teacher turnover as it relates to
Program Advisor effecfivenessl Obviolsly when teeeher turnover is high, the job |
‘of the PA becames much mokekdffficult. Not only are her efforts frustrated ﬁhen
e teacher leaves the program, but her training must be f]e;jbie enough to accommo-

" date both new teachers and t¥dchers who have been with the program far two or three

years.

o i

- Implementatjon - A Systematic Analysis of the Process

©

The REP represents a d1st1nct and complex sub- subsystem The goa1 of the
Laboratory is to implement this sub- system 1nto “the 1arger educat1oha1 system of
the community. Th1s process, of 1nsta111ng, ma1nta1n1ng and u]t1mate1y 1nst1tu~}
tionalizing a sub- -system into an existing 1arger :yseem, has rece1vnd eI*ens1ve‘
gzamination in the l1teratureuand by Labaratory personne].

A poswt1on paper d1scuss1no theoretical concepts of 1nst1tut1ona] zation and

applying these coneepts to the REP program has been written (Thoms, 1971a) Further

.49



an extensive“study of the process of institutionalization began in 1969 and a re-
port on initia] data'has been prepared (Thons 1971b}. This second document uses
data co]]ected from th1rteen districts 1nc1ud1ng the four HS/FT Planned Variation
districts. - i ' ~.

‘The data on PV districts represent information:co1]eoteo on approximately 11
stakeholders in each district. To reoort these data for oniy the four Ptanned |
Variation districts wou?d ser1ous]y d11ute the major f1nd1ngs of t??s study Conse-

quent]y, the findings of this 1mp1ementation study are presented for all (13) REP

'FT d1str1cts

An ana]ys1scof the data co]]ected dur1ng the 1969 70 school year indicates
that positive’ changes tn attitudes and knowledge toward the REP are tah1ng place
as the program develops in the school districts. ‘Feelings about the Responsive

Proaram general]y 1mproved over the period of the school year This can be attri-'

- buted to the acqu1s1tion of niore 1nformat1on about the program as the form and

substance of the program became more visible. - l

Sl
For exampTe the role of the Respons1ve Follow Through teacher was v1ewed as
d1fferent from a regular teacher both in the c]assroom and in relation to parents

e 4

Educational advantages for children emanated from the program and d1sadvantages

were seén ma1n]y in the re]at1onsh1p -of the program to the school system, not
Y

necessar1]y in' the program itself. . The. function of the teacher ‘and T teach1hg assist-

ant did not appear to improve during. the |969 70 schoo] year This fact was not '
l

1

based upon 1nterper°ona1 re]at1ons;\but rather on the difference between the teach» :
er's and tearh1ng ass1stant S perception of the teach1ng ass1stant S role; twe Tack of
planning t1me for the teacher and the teach1ng assistant; .and a general lack of
knowledge of some stakeho1ders about the relationship. A |

L. _AThe.ReSponsive Follow Through Program.did have,an impact on the schoo} where .

1




jt was Tocated. However, this impact wds both positive in terms of training, y
equipment, and process and negative in terms of non-Follow Through teagkers‘ envy
,aboqt‘the training and.equ1pment. Problems also developed around consistency with
ongoing procedures. -
The parents of the Responsive_Fol1;w ThroughlProgram Qere viewed aé being

more supppftive of“fhe program at the end of the school year.' The impact of the
Parent Advisory Committee was also recogﬁized as increasing by the end of the
schoo1;year. A decline in the expressed satisfaction of theISUpplementary services
is due to expectations of staff not being met, Tack of supplementary personnel and
Tack bf know]edgéﬁby suppiementary'persdnne1 about theirvro]es in the total program.

The data did ﬁndicéte some areas of concern in the re]affonship of the Respon-
sive Follow Through Program with the ongoing system.” At least half gf the stake- °*
holders (Teachers, Teach1ng st1stant . Princiba]s, Central Office Personnel, 'Pro-l

Tgram Adv1sors, Parents) 1nterv1ewed d1d not know why the Responsive Fu]low Through
Program was selected. A smaller percentage_(ZSA)-knew how the Drogram-was selected.
Knéw]edge'about the program, its objectives and;pfopédures was aiso an areas of.con-, -
cern.. tveh though stakeholders expressed a more positive‘attitude about the program

: at_thé end of thé schoo]Ayear° knowledge and udderstanding of the theuretjca1 as
well as Qpérationa1 asbects of_thé.program were missing. ‘

Thé prob]em of 1nconsisténcy of the_ResponsiQe Follow Through Program with the
ongoing program resulted in misunderstandings and conf]ict The ab111ty of a system
to accommodate a new subsystem or 1nnbvat1on is a key factor 1n the movement toward
new goa1s F1na11y, the perception of stakeho]ders about the Tack of support from
the central’ off1ce staff has a d1reut affect on the secur1ty and autonomy of Respon-

.s1ve Follow Through staff members.. TFhis perce1ved ]ack of suppor£ also affects the

) ra1at1§nship of the sgbsystem to the systém‘andFFhelsystem's efforts to accommodate
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the subsystem or new program.

N -

Implementation Ratings of Effects

In the spring of 1971, the Laboratory was: asked by 5 IA to rate each of its
Follow Through districts on 44 var1ab1es 1dent1f1ed by SRI. Three staff members
comp1eted the ratings independently. Severa] areas were confus1ng to the raters
and cthequent]y‘ratings in these areas were discrepant. With djscuss1on,.agree—
ment was reached and!a combined'group rating was generated. Next, the ratings were
factor anafyzed by the Laboratory to determine which of the 44 variables fell into
Togical c]usterst Stx clear factors emerged from the factor analysis ahd‘were
given the fo]Towing labels: ' |

Faetor 1: Degree to which the district holds similar. educational oriehtatfon
to REP. - | # _

Factor 2: Deoree to which district's physjca1 facilities and materials meet

[y

REP's requirements. , ‘
~ Factor 3: Degree of district administrators' support and involvement in

Follow *Through REP.

fEEEéﬁ_ﬁL Degree of parehta1 participation in the eoUCation of their children.

Factor 5: Degree of commuhity parent involvement. _ _ |

Factor 6: Quality of medical, nutritiona1; and other sgrvices for child.

It was thehmdec1ded that these factors wou]d prov1de a useful means for quick-
1y eva]uat1ng the overall implementation Tevel of a given district.: Consequeht1y,
in March of 1972 a quarter1y report on the Head Start P1anned Variation commun1t1es
~ was subm1tted to the Off1ce of Child Deve]opment which 1nc1uded ratings on ear1 of
the six fartors The[rat1ngs were based on 1nformat1on ahd 1mpress1ons gathered

by Laboratory staff members who V1s1ted the commun1t1es | " A summary o§ these rat1ngs

_1s presented in. Tab1e 3.7+ L
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TABLE 3.7

|
ég::;; 1877 Ratings On Six Implementation Factors
_For Head Start Planned Variation Communities

FACTORS™ S | COMMUNITY
1. Orient?tioh of the - ,Q% B C | D E |
community to the RER . ... ... ... .. ... el 2 3 3 3
2. Adequacy of physical facilities....... el 2 1 3 2
3. Degree .of administrators' support...... I 4 . 3I |
4. Degree of parent pafticipation; .......... 2 1 2 2
5. Degree of parept-commﬁnity involvement... 1 2 1 -3
6. Ouality of child services...... . 213 Ea

1
‘

1= Low, 2 = Medium, 3 = High

Whgn we consider the effect.of 1ﬁp1ementation, éomg~factors are more
-importaht than others.‘ And some are imore 1mportaﬁt than othérs at dffférent_
times. For exémpTe, during the inception” of fhe prﬂgram,‘adeqﬁafe physical !

- facilities and child éervipes aré critical but & sponsor has ]i}t]e control over
. these areas. When these areas arejsat}sfabtory, administrative support is more
important for program imp]ementafion‘ |
_ There is another problem with tﬁese ratings. Some areas may contfadict
qfhers< ,For example, as the program objective of invo]ving.parents in-the.educa-

tional process {factors 4 & 5) is achieved, administrative support for the program
may drop due to alienation of administrators. This alfenation may occur both

because the involvement of parents means a sharing of authority and because

initially there may be problems due to lack of experience on the,part of parents..

Al o

=,
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Looking at each -factor acnoss‘districts”giyesﬂa crude profile of the overall
degree of program implementation. At-the end of the 1972 year, the amount of
adminristrative support (factor 3) and the degree of parent and community involve-

‘ment in the educational decision-making process (factor 5) were rated low. Child
‘services (factor 6) and physical facilities (factpr 2) were judged adequate, and -

the eddcationa] orientation and agreement of the community with the responsive

principles (facto} 1) were judge? to be high.
Probably the most imporfant variab]ehthaf afLects program implementation is
the degree of administrative support. In addition fo staff'rating§ an administra-
tivg sdpport (factor 3), teachers and teaéhihg aséistants'a1so reported the nature
of the édministration's attitudes toWards REP (TabTe 3.8) in response to d;qﬁestion
on the 1970-71 Teacher/Teaching Assistant Questionnaire (see Chapter 47Fory, des- |
cription of the questionnaire). - ' ‘
E]even percent of the total 143 polled indicated that édminjstrative disagfée-.‘
' m?nté Loncerning the REP eXisted. The dﬁsagreemehts were lower jn Community E. -

Laboratory staff ratings on administrative supportwerealso the highest for

.Community E.

» " TABLE 3.8

Results of Teacher and Teaching Assistant Questionnaire Item:
"~ "Are thsre disagreements between you and the principal/-dministrator
. N In the school regarding the Responsive Model?"

A
Pl

- <

B c D E - Total .
Yes 1% 12% 14% % 1% (17)
No - 89% 88% - 86% 93y 89% (136) !
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Imp1ementauxon -= Prob]ems and Spread Effect

Other information. on implementation. was co]]ected by the Lab staff In the

spring of 1972, a Laboratory staff member a]so collected addtt1onal program
implementation 1nformation from each P?anned Variatioh site. TWo agpeéfé of this -
1nformat1on, those dealing w1th iiipTementation problems and program "spin-off" o
spread'effects, are summarized below:

inplementation Problems Indicators of Spread

Effact

Site Years working

with Laboratory

B | . 4 Years

C 3 Years

-

D 3 Years

Loa.

Dealing with -

Di'strict economizing
procedures are limit-
ing program effectmve-
ness.

Administrative dislike
of ‘program and conse-
quent Bgck of support

“

District's push for
"accountability" is
Timited to reading test

scores/short-term achiev-

ment. ,

i

o a.

A11 district pri-
mary teachers re-
ceived sponspr con-

. ducted training in

REP.

.~ REP part of Mode1'

Cities.

N;despread use of
REP in kwndergarteners

_across district.

. ~Model Cities adopted
-REP.

Teacher Corps,
through the Tocal
un1vers1ty, is train-

1ng 1n the REP.

Commun1uy contro]led
school adopted the
REP .~

District-wide elemen-
tary area supervisors
were trained in REP.
processes.

REP materials being
incorporated in Title
I classrooms




Site _Years working | Imp1emen§ationUP}oblems ' Indicators of Spread
' with Laboratory Dealing with Effect

A . b. Visibility at State
) '  Dept. level as an
effective early.
education program.

- - l

E 2-Yeats - -a. A few teachers were un- a. State Dept. financed
L - ) ; able to attehd pre-~ a film and slide set

\ H school workshops. ‘ of REP to dissemin-

: ' ate throughout
stase.

¢ ' b. Pressure for teachers b. FWL staff invited to

T to move too fast to ' present program to

©° - implement REP._ ‘city-wide and state- ~
: o -~ wide audience of
R - o ’ educators.

o

Some statements can be made based on this set of information. The_REé apoears. to
have spread or pro]iferation effects. These range from infonﬁing other teacheﬁs

and educators at the schoo] district level to a broader-based 1nformat1on/dissem7nat1on '
\

effort conducted at the state level. The REP has also been incorporated 1nto other.

L]

educational programs such és Tit]e‘I_and.Mode] Cit%es._ Further; themgrob]e@s ¢
associatad Qith progeam implementation are di&erse."seme nroblems arise frun |
implementation itself and pressureteoperationa1ize tpe REP. dthers‘érise frem, .t .“
distrjeﬁ or state—widevmandates_for eebnomic streamTin&ng or "accountability"
demands}(euch as demonstrating higher test scores in feading and math). Still other

implementation problems stem from disagreement with the two major-REP goals-—the

“creation of classrooms where children are responded to and are provided with a variety

of*activities to explore, and the active: irvolvement of parents in. the teaching/

tearning and educational decision—making'process.
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This section :eports comMunlt/ and schoo1 system cnaracterxstvcs thai
j

“were judged dire ctly retevant t0*1mpiamenuat1on of'RE%. Demogzaph;L and

T other socio- Pconom1c ev1ronmenta1 ﬂata, gnd schoo! condutions were d@dlt
WTTEh rrum ‘the standuo1nt of their Spec1f1c erfect on the mechanrcs of
fmkmqu 1mp]ementat1on, ang also in re?atlon 10 th; twa basxc eva]uatian cohcep:,;
oy ,;_Ah_11ty To Attend (ATA) and hb111ty 10 Respond (ATR} .
e ATA 1nd1ces at, thw communlt/ 1eve} wnc!uded p99uiat7on density, pﬁﬂu!&t?Oﬂ

changes, unemp?ovment rates, dwelling condxt:ons, Famiij SIZE and fam1¥j

mstructure. Comparwsons vere made.acruss omwun1tzes ard to thn nauwona] ‘ l‘

e, i

statistics Tmplications of specific varrables for, level of ATA were discussed

=

I further de 1neatlon of how specific factors 1nterauu ;u arfect a ;pacvf%c

child was h}ghlighted as the log 1La1 and neces sary next step for § rmre 1n—deprn

«p OJPCL 1n the: futvre.m ' o . ;‘ - . . ) .-f

' =" ’ 'nTP charart9x1st1cs of the school svgtems uere ana]yzed.for each of Lhe

four commun1t1es. Tearher *u.novex nas olnted up as 1mp0rcant 1n eram1ﬂ1ng

T - Timplementation effectf@ H]gh Leacher tunnover rates decreas&J tha eaient to

".wh1ch classroom adults know and :espond to the chx!d The hxtentuux d%spar1tv
4

'in ethnic composition of. dduttS and thldren 1n the clas&ru ) was dvscussed -

—= One dxamattc outcome of thn Qe progxam 15 the reduct1on in th}s dvsparwty

The 1mp]ementat1on process c0mp1ex~was:dascussed as a_;ystem and a study
- of this process was descrived. Suzmary, data were discussed for all Follow

'''' Through commun1txes Nert, imnlemehtatian ratings df'varisus'REP components

L 2

ware made and prob]ems and program <pread effects were 11>ted - -

— ) .he 1nfo;mdt1on included in this chdpter is SLEuChj IL °hou1i bp clear

v

that areas’ vere presented not because adequate data were avaiiabIéﬂWbut rather )

|

to demonstzate the breadth of the problenms assoc1ated wi h,ﬁocument1ng

o 1mp]emenTatton.

eii
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' CHAPTER 4
IR CLASSROOM PROCESS
Ob: =ct1veg_for the Clasrroom
L l?f“ﬁ*‘“°"“?71 1. Teachers and *each1ng asswstants share
" '#%W“?;?xﬂumﬂi : instructional and leariing responsibili-
' B : ties.
§, | Troores hvisor -——3:2.5:;‘073&29? 2. Teachers and teaching assistants/create a
I — responsive environment in the clikssroom:
& . _M"'" ’ N . - .
3 . ) v
3 Corriaunit : £y o) P “h1e o - ; £ : .
s | ar 1 p;::f::;,uﬂn‘l et 4] a. Room arrangement allows for freely
3 MRS gxploring a variety:-of learning
L F- activities and for discovery iearning.
: The thild l b. Learning experiences/activities are
c0 Bl : _ - ' self-rewarding and self-pacing.
o _ : - Some learning experiences are spon-

taneous \and others are pre-planned.

c. C?assrcom 1imits are made c]ear to the children and pos1t1ve redirection
is the main Lechn1que used for handling 1nappropr1ate behavior.

Children engage in a variety of learning activities individually, in
small groups, -or in Iarge group; with or without an adult. Children
freely express themselves and interact with one another.

3. Teachers and teaching assistants invalve parencs in classroom activities:
© parents work with children in learning activities; they provide input to
teachers in classroom planning,

Data to be Presented

f X - Sources - g Communi ty

i, ' B € D E

&/ . : ' -

¥ | o, | HS FTLOHS FT| HS FT| HS FT

<”7eathers‘ and teaching assistants' C oy oy ¢ .

questionnairs. . - ] : A
Educational Farces Inventory o X X x| X
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire . be X % X
Classroom ratings made by Program - X X X X
Adv1aors o < - - | :
SRI obseéyat1on data - x %
.learn1nq ékoth Arhwevement e X X T X

X

RC [ & s A
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Teachers'/Teachin Assisiants' Self-Report ' \

The Laboratory designed a teacher/teaching assistant qGEst+onnaire\ﬂnjch‘was
. N ) ‘ . . . N \\\

given to all Fellow Through teachers and teaching assistants in the four Planned
. . \ . *
Variation districts in Spring of 1971. The questionnaire had been- pre-tested sev-
erél months ear]ier-with;a small sample of teachers'in‘se1ected schools.

Table 4.1 contains the basic data on sample size and return rates by district.
Response rates were very h1gh (about 90%) and; although the returned sbmp]e'sizes

for district D and E are only of the order of 15 or 16‘ we,ﬁee] that va11d 1nferences

/
can be made for two reasons. F1ﬁst, the responses to/1nd1v1dua1 items mostiy

/

cluster around one response opfion Second, the responses of teachers and of -

teach1ng assistants in a given district form the sawé pattern. - ’ -
»Th1s fact is: conv1nc1ng ev1dence for success 4 1mp1ementat10n of the

objective that teachers and teacn)ng assistants share classroom responsibilities.

Given the formal training, salary, an prest%ge‘ ifferences that one might

expect between teachers and teach1ngjfss1stants4 it is 1nterest1ng 1) note the K

degree, of concordance in their. grodb perspect ves Inspect1on of the Tables B.1

and B 2 presented in Appendix B convinces the authors that the data can be,

pooled for the two groups. ‘ ) 5

| Return Rates of the Teacher/Teaching Assistant Questionnaire

District People - Return Rate
' ‘ Number Percent N
B Teacher . | 22 " 100
Teaching Assistant 26 100
c - Teacher o 24 M\ ‘ \100
Teaching Assistant ’ 22 91
. D ' Teacher 15 93
~ Teach1ng Assistant _' 16 80
: E " Teache ‘ ) 16 ! 84

- Teaching Assjstant - 16 .87
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Working Conditions
* o G“& . :;tq . . . ) : 3
The question, "How do you feel about working conditions in your classroom?"
\e . , . . o . .

was asKed in the questionnaire. Respdnses to specific categories of equipment, sup-

plies, classroom space, class sichedule, salary, and planning time were solicited aru
- S -
respondents were asked to indicate a choice among "Satisfied-Mixed Feelings-Dis-

-

satisfied." Space was provided for suggestions on how to improve working conditions

Jin the classroom..

¢;Data'¥or each category are prasented 1n‘Tab1e B.1 in Appendix B. Two-thirds
of both teachérs-ahd_te&thing assistants indicated they were "Satisfied" with class-
~room working condi¢ibns :nAboﬁ"IZO% indicated they had "Mixed Feelings" and sone
12% 1nd1cated they were "D1ssat1sf1ed“ with working conditions. On the basis of

these responses, it is pos¢|b1e to” Jay that - there is a great deal of satisfaction

with woyk1ng?tﬂqd1t1ons in the classroom. What is not clear is the degree/to wh1ch

-

-~

REP. and Tocal conditions respectively corftribute to the expressed satisfaction

with working conditions. Since the classroom was specifically mentioned in the
question (as contrasted to working conditions in general), we can assume that a

large percentage of teachers and teaching assistants are satisfied with REP class-
rcom eonditions.
Further - 7nspect1on of Tob]P ¢,2 revea]s that teacher's and teach1ng assistants

Tin the. four communities expressed similar leveis of sat1sractlon, w1th Conmunity D

| hav:ng a slightly higher percentage of iSatisfied" responses (73%) and Community B

a 5omewhat lower percentage \63m). Datg Dreaented in Table 3.7 of Chapter 3
1nd1cate that “tRe FWL staff a]so,percggved Community D having the most adequate

!/

physical facilities.

!

To summarize, teapﬁers-and<teaching'aSSTStants are in general agreement re-
garding working conditions in the REP classrdom with most (68%, N=164) indicating
that they are satisfied with conditions over a wide range ofrspetific'topics,

] ‘. \ —
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Teachers show greater satisfaction than teaching assje;grts with their salary.
These data indicate that in general the Follow Throu ﬁ‘teaching staff of the four
Planned Variatiocommunities felt that their work)/g/cond1t1ons do not present any

Ming, ’/
major .problems that would block creation of a reﬁpons1ve physical environment.

. TABLE 4. 2/
-Teacher and Teaching Assistant Satwsfaft10n with work1ng Cond1t1ons*
o = : -
Communi ty L
- Response B C tﬂ_/,lir;*ifffh,ﬂhE\\\‘h Total
Satisfied 63%  69% 73% 1% 68%
Mixed Feelings  21% 23% - 15% 17% 20%
. Dissatisfied 16% 8% 12% 12% : 12%

*Itemized response summaries appear in Appendix B-

Use/of Responsive Educational Prouram Methpds

\

'f Teachers and teach1ng a$s1stants were asked to 1nd1cate the extent to which

they use several REP methods ‘n their c1assrooms. Nine methods or 1mportant REP
processes were enumerated and respondents were given the response choices of

. "High-Medium-Low" to check. Summary data are presented in Table 4.3, and comp1ete
daﬁa are included in AppenUix.B, Table B.2.. The nine'methods include: self-pacing,
free expleration, discovery Tearning, spontaneous activities, self—rewardin%
learning, learning centers, freedoﬁ'of qhoiceg 1enguage,exper1ence; math workshop.
'Ir general, we can say‘that in the four P1anned Varietion districts aboutISO%
of the REP classrooms have "High" 1mp1ementat1on by teacher and teach1ng assistant
self-repert on tho nine' program areas cons1dered as a who1e The range of reported
"High" implementation within commun1t1es\runs from about one-third to two-thirds of

\
!

the respondents. -About 40% Qf theerespondents admit tq;"Medium" use of REP methods

62 g
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with a districf range of from one-fourth to one-half giving.this*response. Some-
.thing.1ess than 1Q% cf the respondents admit to a "Low" usage of REP methods in the
cTassroqm.J' | '
Summarizing, we c;n say thgt Yomething in excess of 90%.(t6ta1 %@164) of the
respondents claim either a "Medium" or a "High" TéVe] of .usage of REP materials,

procedures, and processes.

TABLE 4.3

Teacher and Teaching Assistant Self-Report of Implementation Level* \
T
o Community
Leve] B ¢ D E TotaT
High _ 39% 48% 63% . 62% 51%
Medium 50% 42% 32% 34% 41%

Low 11% 10% 5%. % %

*Itemized response summaries appear in Appendix B.

Mutual ACceptanée of Teachers and Teaching Assistants

. Teachers and teaching assistants were asked the question, "How well do you and
your teacher/tgachjng assistant work together in the classroom?" .bata given in
Table 4.4 indicate that tp?re is a great amouﬁt of rapport.between téachers and
teaching assistants, with éomething in excess of 95% of both groups indicating '

either "Extremely Well" orl"well” as their response.

.\ ‘ " .\ 6.3 ° ) . | ..“ -l’.



TABLE 4.4

- Teacher and Teaching Assistant- Mutua] Acceptance in the
* Responsive Program. Questionxﬂw wa well do you and your
teacher/teacher assistant woﬁk Jggether in the classroom?"

1
e

B c D E Total
- Extremely 5 -
well 39 (72%) 28 (82%) 26 (93%) 25 (81%) 118 (80%)
Well 13 (28%)° 5 (15%). 2 (7%) & (19%) 26 (18%)
Not well 2 (4% 1(3%) 0. 0o 3 (»2%)

Work with Parents

Teachers and teaching assistants in the Planned Variation districts were asked
two questions about their working relationship with parents. Data for the first
question, "Do you have volunteer parents working with children in your classroom?",

are given in Table 4.5,

Teachers and teach1ng assistants rnsponded similarly when the data for the

‘four cities are gombined. About two-thirds of the pooled classrooms: have parent.

volunteers working with children. STnce parent involvement is an-1mpertant aspect

of the REP, this outcome Speaks well for imp1ementafion When the districts are

-cons1dered individually, it is clear that the use of parent voTunteers in Community C

| -
15 not so h1gh1y implemented as in Commun1t1°s B, D and E.

!
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TABLE 4.5 ©

_ Teacher-Parent Cooperation in the Responsive Program.
Question: "Do you have volunteer parents workwng w1tn

N children in your classroom?" .
Community " .
B < o D E - Total
ves 81 (77%) 12 033%) 25 (89%) 22 {76R) 100 (68%)

No 12 (23%) 24 (67%) 3 (11%) 7 (243%) 46 (32%

_ Data for the second question, "Do you explain ‘the Responsive Model Prbgrgm
‘to the parents of your pupils?” are given in Table 4.6. With 86% of the teachers
and teaching assistants responding affirmatively, we can %ay that this -aspect of

— the REP has been implemented to a high degree.

TABLE 4.6

N Teacher and Teacher Assistant Cooperation with Parehts
in the Responsive Program. ‘%Quest1on "Do you explain’
~ the Responsive Model to thet parents of your pupiis?”

Community”

- 8 ¢ D R Total
Yes 42 (88%) 35 (90%) 19 (73%) 27 (93%) 123 (86%)

No 7 (14%) _ 4 (10%) - 7 (27%) 2 tg7%) 20 (14%)

A_éunsiderab]e measure of construct validity may be claimed for this
,measurel The.very fact.of a'pérsnn responding affirmaiive]y'to this question
indicates'either'1).the explanations have in fact taken'p1éce, or 2) the
vespondent woul 1d Tike them to have. Eithen, wayt there is éongruencé with REP

yd
goa]s on hhe part of the respondent—~1tse1f an 1mp1ementaf|on goal, already.
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Force Field Analysis
As a teacher works to 1mp1émént Fesponsive educatfonal procedures, she is
1nf]uéﬁced by various situations, conditions, and people. These influences can
have'posit{ve and negative effects on the éxtent of the.ihpTementation of the
program and on the quality of educatigna]-experjences a child receives. For-

+

example, the‘nature of the physical facilities in a school influences fﬁe effec-

tiveness of the teacher and directly relates to the Tearning experiences a child
has. If there is inadequate space orianeriais,”a child's educational experiences
~are affected, Similarily the positivé or negative pressures and influences

exerted by the school's 9rinci9a1 or -the Program Advisor also affect the teacher

and ultimately the ch11d.- Teachers working with Program Advisors or principals

who are supportive of anQ\sensitive to teacher needs will feel better about_their

roles. ﬁ ; ' K
To assess the streng%h_and directioﬁ of.forcgs that'inf]uence REP feachers,

a special 1nstrument.was deve]opéd.' Thié instrument, presented first in Chaptér 2,.

contained 13 pre-identified aréas of potential 1nf1uence.‘\The teacher's tgsk was

to indicate the strength of each-force by distributing 100 points .icross the forces

~and to rate tne positive or negétive directidn of the force by assigning each force

a weight from 1 to 5. - /

\\

Average numbers of points assigned and average ratings were calculated
séparqte]y for each force for each district. The two distributions oqugan‘§cores
were then converted to z scores and plotted on the force field axes. The Fortes
Instrument was administered to all FT teacheré. Data presentad in _the following

section cover teachers only. Tie 13 forces included on the Forces. Instrument

‘56. - |




¢
L
‘

. aré listed below:

FORCE

e

Principal

LCentral Office Adm1n1strat1vp Personnel
Other Teachers
Parents

The Curriculum
Testing Programs
Statewide Mandates
Physical Facilities
Social Enviromment
Curriculum Personnel
Program Director

' Program Advisor
Teaching Assistant

—
SWOWXDNC O WRN -~

—— —
L po —

Figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 show tne results of the force field analysis

calculated separatelv fors each distfict. 'Figure.4.5'shows force data aggregated

for all four PV Communities. : _ - “/

The upper right-hand quadrant of the force field shows forces -that are

perceived by teachers to be both positive and inf]déntiaf.y It is clear from

the separate district plots and from the ﬁggregated“p]ot across districts that
tne-teaching'aSsistants‘(Force #13) and the Pfodram_Advisors Force #12)'Fepresent
strong positjve infidence;? |

| Theée data deménstrate that the Laboratory's de]iveky system (working through
thé-Progrém Advisor) does have a positive”inf]uence”on the classroom teacher. The

b

pr1nc1pa]s, but to a lésser exterit than the PAs, or the teachlng ass1stants, also-

- appear in this "high-positive" quadrant. This position of pr1nc1pais on the force

field is consistent across districts except for E. In Comnun1ty E, using d1str1ct
norms, prmnc1pa1s are perceived by teachers 'as a positive but somewhat 1ess
nfiuent1a1 group. |
Ferces that appear in the upper left-hand quadrant of the force field are
of particular program/concern. These fbrces are above'average in {nfluence,

but hegative 9r<1nhjbitjng as seen by the teachers. These'fprce: act negatively

~ on program development and ihstitutionalization.

oy
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#  FORCE
1. Princizal :
2. Cen, Off. Ad. Persnl. -
3. OJther Teachers _ . .
4. Parents . S T
5. The Curriculum
6. Testing Programs
7. Lltatewide ;andates _ HIGH

" 8. Phys. facilities .y CAPE

9. Soc.-Environnent ‘NFLPENCE '

10.  Curr. Personnel ' ' . (:)

11. Program Director +2

12. Frogram Advisor

* 13. Teaching Ass't

1 @O

. ) : |
* NEGATIVE -2 4 @ o £2 _ POSITIVE

INFLUENCE ’\\ k - 4) | \} INFLUENCE
: . i e:) o S L

-2
LOW
IMFLUENCE )
i r{j“\ ‘; )

- R : , @h ’ |
Figure 4.7. Plots of z scores for fortes‘that-iﬁ?]ugnce
' teachers .in Community B8 (N~41) using local norms.
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£ FORCE
1. Frincipal
2. Cen. Off. Ad. Persni. N
3. Other Teachers "3
4. Parents .
5. The Curriculum r e
'6. Testing Procgrams ' HIGH .
7. GStatewide ‘andates RSP
8. Phys- raciiities INFLUENCE_
9. 3Soc. Environment : :
10, Curr. Personnel ' +2 Q:)
11, Program Director .
12. Program Advisor N -
13. Teaching Ass't S ‘
I
+1 ® @)
- - @
| ® N -
NEGATIVE 22 =1 . ] @ +2- POSITIVE
INFLUENCE @ — - - INFLUENCE
4@ (,
- 7~'
Z)
-2
LOW T
INFLUENCE _ '
. - . . . Q ..‘-
Figure 4.2 Plots of z scores .. /orces that influence ‘ k

teachers in Communi.y C (N=16) using local norins.—. -
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FCRCE

ériﬁcipa1

Cen.- 0ff. Ad. Persnl.

Other Teachers
Parents

The Curricuium
Testihg Proyrams
Statewide ‘landates
Fhys. Facilities
soc. Environment
Curr. Personnel
*rogram-Director

. Program Advisor

Teaching £ss't

HEGATIVE -2

HIGH
INFLUENCE

2 &}

INFLUENCE,

©

@) | INFLUENCE

| G -
180, 4] * 2 p0SITIVE

-2

LOW

INFLUENCE

Figure 4.3 PIoté of z scores for ?brcés that,ihf]uence

. teachers in Community D (i=15).using Tocal norms.
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1
2
3
4.
5.
6.
7.
- 8.
9..
10.
1.
12
13.

FORCE

Principal . . _
Cen. Off. Ad. Persni.
Other Teachers
Parents

The Curricuium-

Testing Programs

Statewide fandates
Phys. Facilities
Soc. Environment
Curr.. Personnel '
Program Director
Program Advisor
Teaching Ass't .

1

¢
-

NEGATIVE __-2 i

// +1

HIGH

INFLUENCE -

S

~

L —. N

POSITIVE ~

INFLUENCE

-2

LOW
INFLUENCE

INFLUENCE

rigure 4.4 P]ots.of z scores'for forces that -influence -
~teachers_1n Community E -(N=2ﬁ) using local norms.
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. 2 0 aieur farce emerges as bLeipg strongly negatav» to feacher« ?o sone

4

ev;&rt. Lhe schooi s phyczcal fac111tlec (48) in- Commun1twes € and E and the

*0c1&3 envtroﬂmnut (=9) in »m!ﬁunza1es/5 and C are perce1ved as bothanegatxvg

-

and l%fiUénf?&‘ forces. . f. ' ' g !

* TS e e

1n u?‘ coumnnt1es the central office a nistraulon (#2), tbe test1ng

progroms ( §) and statewide ianaates (#7) are perce1ved 45 very negatrve

“

These 1¢Ltbe de nat, howevnr, represent relatwve?z stroag forces from the

tﬂacherv' vznwpaant

- The 1ower rignt hand quadrant snows forces tnatfteachers rated as pOSxtTVG

s

NP po)
but with J)ttle-1nf1uance.- In three communlties the prqgram director appeara

1 'this aréa.: Thu except1ﬂn is Commur1ty C where the- program dwrecton is

perce1wed &5 pxcrtlng a strong p051f1ve 1nfluence. L N C .

The positions of forces w1tn1n commun!ties and the comparwsons of force

.'ﬁagzt!ans and patterns of forces among various commuriz es ‘contribute important
~.iﬁfbwmaticn~ for both. program evaiuatlon and develomnent . | . 7 (f'

0* evpn more va1ue 15 the 1nformat1on contained !n force f1e1ds d@velopeﬂ at
the scheo} Ievel Tnzs 1evel of ana1y51s wii] al]nw REP personnpl to ldentnf; w¢;k

1 areas 1n th@ 1mp;eﬂentat1on pracvss a° snen by the fpachek and“tp~deve]op techn1ques

P

-

to sedace these prab1°ms. SR ‘,»" L

Further analysas of these ﬁa a w1!1 also xnvolve ca%ruiat1ng farre f1e1ds
for 1nd1¥adUa] camwun1tsts u51nn across community norming data.. Ihgs analyszs

wil} allow tne forces as a cluster to range on the force‘fae1d and not ‘be- constra1ﬁed

.'ﬁharz the z score transformat1cn process. . . T R

7 . 4

. mh&ﬂ-T es are deve1oped for a cmmﬂun!ty, about half the forces uSua11y
,paéar above the horizontal axis and ha1f appear t0 the 1eft of the vert1ca! axis,
whcn we use natwonal nowms t@ deterﬁune'z SCOres, - th1$ restrlct1on is not

3

';,fcperat}ve Theaefore, part1cu1ar commun1t1es fovces can range and hypotbet1cal1j




#

\

,can all appoar in only one quadrant. This wi]]’a]lo&.ehe deve1opere aoother way
to rompare the force f}e]d in one commun1ty with other commun1t1es
For examp]e, the pr1nc1pa1" force was exantined 1n closer detail. "Principals”
(Force ?])/representeg a po§3t1ve, 1nf1uent1a1 force on the PV communlt{es as ¥
3 group (Figure 4}5)l Inspection in. two communities at the school level (using
| nat1ona1-norms) shows that some principals exert a very pqsitf?g’influeoCe,‘
Whereas Gthers exert a very oegative influence. / -
Figdfe 4.6 shows these 1ndividua1 sehool p1ots for schcols in Comnoditieslb'.
i i"and.E.' The capital letters ehown—on Figure 4 6 {odiea;e.where all the teachers

in eacn cormunity located the pr1nc1pa1" force
. \

Vhen compared to all forces tated by ail teachers in all comunities, the e

“pr1nc1pa1“ force In Comiunity D generated a positive 1nf]uence in every school.
Pr1ncxpals in Comnun1ty E,ﬂhowever when compared to nat]ona] data, are perceived
by the teachers in four of the six schoo]s as represent1ng a re1at1ve1y negatxve &

force. The- d1fference 1n spread on the h}gh iow 1nf1uence continuum is aTso .
w -

demonstrated in the fwgure The sehools thh prlnc1pals rated as hav1ng the
| highest and 1owe=t degreq of 1nf1uence are ‘both in Communlty D. Commun1ty E -

'prlqcipa1s are rather c1usteved on. the vertlcal cont1nuum.' The patterns for the
/ s
S pranc1palﬁ forces in the two commun1t1es Khéfer cons1derab1y and are v1srb1e in

'

the flgure

i

These data p01nt to the comp]ex1tles of the 1mp1ementatxon process at the

Ry

c]assroom lavel and, in particu iy to the 3nf1uences that affect a classroom

'

and the prel1m1nary'force fle]d ana?ysxs reported seem to be 1mportant areas for -
/ R
T conalﬁera+1on in evaluat1ng Planned Varxat1on programs '




DISTRICT D
School Numbe:
1 5
c 3
3 7
4 4
5 3

DISTRICT E
School Numbe:
1 5
2 5
3 7
5 3
6 6
7 4
NEGATIVE

- Y

H1GH f
INFLUENCE

~ .
« POSITIVL

IMFLUENCE -2

Figu-

1

4

LOW
. INFLUENCE

+2

INFLUENCE

)

Principal force plotted by schools in PV Districts D=[:]

and

E=

using national norms.
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Follow Through Teacher Morale ‘ A
Given the experwmenta] nature of the Follow Through REP, it is «! 1ntern§t to

know whether or nut the demands of the program have an effect on teacher mora?e
\

The =P has instituted a different concept of classroom organization, administrative
heirarchy, curriculum anc materials requirements, parental involvement, and teacher/

teaching assistant re]ationshigﬁ. It seems reasorab]g}to hypothesize that teacher
_ « : , )
morale might be affected one wgy or another to the extent that the REP differs from

the teaching standards that were traditional in the*]oca] district.
As part of an uttempt to measure teacher mora]e, the Purdue Teacher Op1n1on-

aire (P70) was administered in the spr1ng of 1972 to a sample of RLP Fo]low ThrOugh
/
teachers in the four Planned Varia&ion communitjes., The PTO i5 a one-hundred item

inventory designed to provide sub-scores thatffndicate thefgehera1 level of a

‘
vy

acher's morale on ten scales which cover a/broad range of school-related topics.

-~

The PTO was standardized on/j/igmp1e of 302j teachers in Indiana and Oregon. The

nature of this sample 1s noi reported in detail, but there are reasons for believing«
that it +as different from the Planned Variationm samgle, which serves primarily low

socio-econonic areas in large and medium-sized cities.

Th2 basic data are presented in Table %.7 where means and standard deviations
- 1/

are given fur the four Planned Variation cowmunities and for the PTO norm1nq samp]e f/
An ana?x/1g of variance test acruss the four dwstrwcts for each of the P70 sub-socores

and for the total score is also presented. ;

The data for the Planned Variatian communities are not very different from the

data repurted for the {0 norm group whea_the tou 1 scores are compared. For the
: 3 "

A

- ' ' : . \
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ten sub-<:nre, the data also appear to be not very different except that eight of
the ten sub-s :ores arg-é]ightly higher for the Planned Variation teacﬁers taker as
a whole. We eel that, given the nature of the PTO norm group, thece results

are favorable to the Planned Variation teachers are not very different from the
norm gioup. <ithin the lim.ts of the PTO and the Planned Variation sample, we
feel ihe data indicate that Planned Variation teachers are about as satisfied

with their' er..loyment and professional circumstances as the PTO norming teachers.

Analysis of the PTO data across districtslindicates that there is a significant

diffrrence for the three scaiec 2presenting "Rapport Among Teachers," "Teacher

Sa]aky,“ and "Teacher Load." Though there:are differences anmong the four communities
an the "Rapport Among Teachers" and "Teacher Salary" scales, inspeciion of the
community means indicates that seven of th% eight mears are ébove their respective
PTO norming means.
Everything considered, we can report that t.acher merale in the four REP
communities is not very different from the morale of a large, but rather different,
- sample of teachers who labor under presumably different circumstances. This may
indicate that a new program such as the REP, thcn deviates radically from the

|

o N traditjonal model, can be implemented without having severe negative effects on
i : .

W teacher‘mora1e.

Head Start Classroom Ratings

At the end of the 1970-71 school year, the Head Start Program Advisors of each
of the four Planned variation‘émmnunities-eva1uated the implementation level of each
cla sroom. They rated each classroom for the beginning and the end of the school

. . ¢ i
year on nine areas of REP procedures plus an overall implementation. The rating was o

i | 78




!
constructed on a fiive-point scale:

"1" mmeans low, minimum standards are not met;

2" means below average;

"3" means average--some procedures in the area implemented;
some not implemented;

"4' means above average;
"5Y means hign, aill progcdures in the area imp]eménted.
T le 4.8 indrcates the averaﬁe rat{ng across all Head Start classrooms in all
Planned Variation communities for the beginning and the end of the 1970-71 school
year. The Program Advisor in Community E did not provide any evaluation data for the
beginning of thy scho®l year. Thereforr for Community E there is no indication -
of the change of imp]ehentation Tevel from the beginning of the year to the end
of the year. For all éther comnunities, such a ¢change is indicated.
The Program Advisors in a]!nfoyr communities felt that their teaching staff
had impﬁemented WEP procedures ét a level that was -above av;rage b; the end of the
§ 1970~71 schocl yéar. T(Q\overa11 year-end rating for comnunities £, C, D, and E
h was 4.1, 4.0, 1.2 and 4.0.f;31 abuve average). Comparing only the beginning of thg

~_year rating, Comaunily ¢ claswfoocrs were rated slightly below averaae in all areas,

N\,

N
N . . .
Lomaunivy B classrooms were rated sligntly below average in six of the nine areas,

|
whereas Jommunity 0 clascrooms w2re rated average in all areas. - ]
l
)

p
> Teachers were given <lightly higher ratings in the areamof “Classrcom Control”
ard “lLearning Rclationships” t° n teaching assistants h )
The Proqra@ Advisors gavetLhe’beginning of the yea ratiﬁg :%'the end of the ‘ - |
S¢h o yeary thus, chey nad to rély on memory of the tei ?

chers* earlier pet formance. $ 1
Neverthel=<,, the ratings do reflec; whether the Program Advisor feels the teacher |
o 1

|

has improved *n her uyse of RLP procedures during the year. Ip short, the data

presented in Table 4.2 give a general picture of'how well tug'REP progequres were
7z \ . -
. I ) ' i . ' \ .
. Q , \\ *
ERIC | ' v ‘
e e SN | 79 .o , S




implemented, <5 judged by each Program Advisor in her community. The Head Start
classrooms imj lemented the REP procedures at a level that was considered above

average by tht respective Program Advisor in each community.

TABLE 4.8

Head Start Classrcom Rating .n
Planned variation Communities

1870-71
Conmunity ’
B C D BN 3

Responsive Process (N=8) (N=12) (N=6) (N=9)

Beg. End\ Ch. Beg. End Ch. geg.i End Ch. Bey. End
e _ i \\\'
Room arrangement, - 3.3 4.;) : : 3.9 1.6 4.0 4.3 0.3 - 43
Facilities - 3.3 4T 0.8 2.2 3.8 1.6 3.5 4.3 0.8 | - 4\6
Classroom confrol 2.3 4.3 2. 2.6 4.1 1.5 3.3 4.3 0.2 - 4.2
(teachers) ' ‘ ol i
Classroom control = 2.1 4.0 1.9 | 2.3 3.6 1.3 | 2.8 3.5 ¢c.7 [ - 4.2
(teaching ass<istants)’ :
Learning relationships 2.6 4.0 1.4 2.7 4.3 1.6 3.5 4.2 Q.7 - 4.3
(teacher) : .
Learning relationships 2.3 3.0 1.3 2.3 3.8 1.5 3«2 3.8 0.6 - . 4.8
(teaching as;istants?
Fireedom of cnildren 2.3 4.1 1.8 2.3 4.0 1.7 3.7 4.7 1.0 - 4.6,
to cowe and yo ‘ .
Pilanning 2.7 4.4 1.7 2.6 4.3 1.7 3.7 4.2 0.5 | - 3.7
“uall-group time 2. 4.1 1.2 2. 1 1.8 3.5 4&.2 7 - 3.9
Overall rating of 3.0 4.1 10 2.5 4.2 1.7 3.5 "4.2 0.7 - 4.0
rlassrocm ‘ ‘ .

. . ’




Ny L -

-

The “tanford Research Institute Classroom Observation Instrument

This section focuses on classroom observation data collected by the Stanford
Research Institute (SRI). - The underlying rationale for presenting these data s the

belief that the experiences which a child has in the classroom both offer cvidence

of program inplementation and are, in and of themselves, valuable cutcrmes of the

vrogram.  For example, one process variable explored is child-initiuted interaction.
If we find that REP Planned Variation childrep are initiating interaction more

frequently than comparison children, this-not only indicates that the program 13
heihg implemented successfully in this area, but the very fact that the chiltdren

are initiating interaction in the classroom is a valid outcome in itself.

The Classroom QObservation Instruhent (COI), developed Ly SRI, is a complex
instrument designed to be administered by a trained observer. The €0l is a
sophisticated igstrument which provides three types of information. .The first, the
Phyq1ca1 Environment Informafion sert1on, 15 filled out oncc for a given classroom
and ,1eldq 1nform&t1on about roo. arrangement, classroom displays, bu11d1ng condition,
playground facrlitfes, etc. The second, the Clgssroom Checklist (CcL), is filled
nut four times an hour and porovices information about ongoihg activities ans the
qrouping'of children and teachers in the classroom. _

The finel portion o;'the rnstrument, Eé?led the Five-Minute Obsérvation (FMO).

A,..

5 the most important part of the 'rstrumert and will be the focus for this report

Four times.an hour, inmedrotely ‘“laﬁwlng the recording of the CCL, the observer

records for five minutés classroom behavior in ioteraction units. Each inteéraction

N _ ,
uﬂit.;urtauns four parts. kno” ”foyghom,” "What," and “How." ~The first two -parts
tel! who the inmitrator and the receive; of the action was. The third classifies
the acvtion, and the fourth Eives additional ﬁnformatﬁon about the-action.

The SRI Cla Srﬁom Observation lnst rument was designed to gvaluate 1mp1ementatlon




objectives of a number of different Hgad Séart and Follow Through programs, cf
whizh the REP is just one. Cdnsequen%ly, all of the variables which the instrument
nmeasures are not of ecual importance to all programs; since the programs have
differingnobjcctives. Only those variables which relate to a givern program's
ihpiementatﬁon objectives can appropriately be utilized in eQaluating the effective

ress of that progren.

bata on Hecd Start Classrooms

I®April, 1970, a locally recruited and specially trainedMSRl field worker

cbserved five Head Start classrooms (three Responsive Proéram and two comparison)
in Cpumunity_& using the SRI Classroom Observafion Instrument (COI).

"Tab1e 4.9 contains data on process variables which relate to the objectives
of the REP. These inciude child-initiated interaction, add1t~initiated interaction,
tnild direct or choice requests, child informing self with material, an? adult-
-initiated interaction witn individual child. Observation data are presented for
both REP and compar}son classrooms . " -

~Child-Initiated Interaction vs. Adult-Initiated Interaction. The most

e

significant finding in terms of program implementation is an indication that there
is a gredter pruportion of child-initiated interaction in.REPnHead Start classrooms
than in comparison classrooms. OFf 3,511 interactions recorded in REP classrooms,
7654, vr 47%, wgfe child-initiated and 1243, or 35%%, were adult-initiated. In
comparison classrooms the pattern was ireversed: of 2,504»jnteéacticn5 recorded,

. 2% were ~hild-initiated, 43% were adult-initiated. These resul*s suggest

suceesstul implementation of the program in this domair.

CQuality of Child-Initiated Interaction. It is possible to analyze further
the quality of chi1d¥f"*tiated interaction by examining what kinds of interaction the
children are initiating.” One categorization cof child-initiated interaction is direct
vs chuice reduestc. A “direct recuest” is a question or a statement with a speci-

Q ’ . ’

IToxt Provided by ERI




fic acceptable response {e.g , "Teacher, .l want to paint'}. A "choice reouest’ is

2 guestion that is open-ended in the sense of having more than one acceptable

respense (e.q., “"Teacher, whet do you think 1 have in the bag?"}.

In the RCP classruoms 8% {266 of 3511) of the total interactions were child-
initiated dircct or choice reguests ;s compared to 2. {46 of 2574) for comparison
classrocms.  When calculated 25 a percentage of just the child-initiated interecticons.
cm td.direct or chaice requests were (6% (266 of 1644) of the totaa child-initiated
interactions in REP classrooms and E: (46 of 786) Sé comparison ciassrooms. Locked
at - Lher w&y, the data show trat there is more child question-asking behavior in

b classroomrs, a conclusion whiln soeaks positively for program implementation.

Another category of child-iritiated interaction i< behaviors in which the’
chile initiduuﬁ_}nteraction with the physical environment, i.e., with toys, games,
vooks, ete.  In REP classrooms, because there is an emphasis on free « xploration,

d greater pusper of ﬁbservéiions in this cateqory were éxpected. THe resd?ts,
nowever, are eauivocal. Woen the occurrerce of child-initiated interactions with
the environment is taken as a perentage of the total, in the REF classrooms this
;t;pe of behavicr occurred 22° {753 of ;511) of the time and in compariEOﬂ c?asQroams

180 (45) of 2574)\§f the time.. ‘Wwever, when the occurrénce of chilg-initiated
imteractions @iﬁh the envirpnmeni is taken as a percentage of just child-tnitidted
interactions, the figure for the RIP clessrooms i- 489 (783 of 1£44) and for the
camparison classrooms 69, (45) of 7565 . .

An importaﬁt type OF chile-iaitiated interaction accurs when'a\chiid infarms .
nimse ! with materials ~at are in the classroom. A total of 114 observations
made N the «tP clisircoms wire tassified o» “child informing himself with matéria?"
while trere were cevo (0] such -observations in the compariscn classes. Thesse

: ST !
data suggest that the REP's cbjective of facilitating children's learning thrgugh

interaction with their envirdpment is beihg impiemented in REP classrooms,

/ R ]

o,




Amount and Kind of Interaction in Res&oné?vé

TABLE 4.9

and in Comparisdn Head Start Classrocms

'RESPONSIVE PROGRAM COMPARISON
Typg of Interaction Number % of % of Child- | Numbe | % of % of Ch1ld-
_ . Total Initiated Total | Initiated
Interactions o Interactions ,
T0TAL 3571 - .- 2574 .- .
"ELL CHILD-INITIATED | 1644 | 474 -- 786 | 30% - | -
£hild direct or ’ o P f g :
" choice request 266 . 8% 16% ' 46 - 2% 6
Child with physical N P ;
envirpnment 783 e - 48% 451 18% 600
Child informing =~ o L . . -
- self with nmter131 BRRL 4% 7% .0 ot 0%
% of Adult- % of Adult-
Initiated _ ‘Initiated
‘!f - | Interactions 7 Interactions
AL AOULT- |- | — |
INITIATED .= 1243»: 35% -- 1104 43% .-
- Aduit w:th 1nd1v1dua1 - : ' . 1 ’
‘child - 124 22% 62% -439 119%: 4§1
TATAL 3511 .- o 2574 - |-~ - -

fiote: Percentgges do aot total 100 as those

interaction categories which do not
directly apply to the Responsive
Program have been omittied.
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QJalwty of Adu1t~,n1t1ated lnteractxon. The REP also haS'implicétions‘For'j

 the nature of adult-ifitiated interaction. . Because the REP emphaswzes that the :“"”

‘adu;r shou}d respond to the'child as an ind1v1dua1 it was expected~that the teacher
and athpﬂ*adults would initiate act1v1ty w1th an 1nu1v1uua] ch11d.rmre often in the
REP c!a srooma tﬁan in compar1son classes The ﬂbservatzon data show that in the -
REP ?Q: (7'2 of 3511) of the tOLﬂl 1ngeraptlon Was aduit 1n1~1ated 1nteract10n thh
an .nd1v1dua1 Cle 11d in comparr .on ciassrocms the pe;centage of the toca] xnter*

1P

actxun‘was 197, When the amount o. adult initiated 1nteract1on wzth an 1nd1v1dual

-

child is: v:ewad as a percentage of Just the adu1t 1n1t1ated }nteract1on, in REP

c]&%aroqw* 62 of the adu1t»zn1twated znueract1on was wI;h an 1;d1v1dua1 ‘child"
, and xn conparzson c1assrooms 443 pf the adU]t-iniuluted 1r¥é\act*on was with an

andxv1dﬂai chx]d These f1gures suggest that the REP classrocms were successfuI

in’ focucung adult 1nt@ractxon on the 1nd1v1dual child., - ‘_ S .'. ;:'i’f

.
o
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e Jurfng thn Spy1ng of }971 anSRI ouserver ouserved szx RER- Fa?low Through

"cleauroon, in meuhatj B.. Cowparable c}assrooms in Corrmnity B were not ava11ub]e"

fax oasnzvatxcn, thr:efore two s-malar classrooms were selected in a nexghbnrxng

ewtv 10 Lowpif‘ent the Six C}d§5100ﬂ§ 0bse:»ed 1n ’cmnunzty B The ana1ys1s wharh

[

Tv]luﬁs mus ¢ necessarlly assume that SRI cqrefu]lv "on31dered ;he opt1cns ava1]ab1e-

*3~,k_o, contrast purposes and then chose tfe

,_gfl - 5ﬂalg§la_}f REP Fo]low Through C]assrooms in CommunitxﬁB The d1scu551on

. anal;sxs 1s based on 28 of these var1ab1es. See Table4 10ibr the raw.data‘,

/

or /

most :ulté‘]& cand?dates

Y

-‘-._.. g ) . C N . . L

R 4 . -
- - /_/ . |

n1ch Fai!ows is baqed on mean f%equenc1es of what was EbserJea dur:ng the Ftve-v“"

/

/
W!ﬂut# Obﬁervattsn par1od>. rﬁhe mean f equency is computed by smmn1ng a11 FMO s

/.

for a ngen chassroom and ¢$v1d1ng by the numbeér of FMO p for a particularvtiem
F ¥ this, analy;ts betweeu/lﬁ ana 39 'MO 3 were completed per ciassroom‘; Through

the tecnnmque af factor analysas. SRI has reduced the large amount of observat1on

s

data to 41 variables whzch represent 1nterpretab1e cons tructs The fo110wing_»j:gx55'

FEAERE '.

the adu]t»chxld rat1o Jn the cﬁ"“ércom. One facet of tr' QEP is the employmént

1n the ciassrocm of fu11 ttme pald teachxng assistants Gwho are4us;aT1y“parents .
of enroliad chxldren) to suppIement the activvtmes of the arﬁer. In- ihe REP,
every effort is made to utxlnze the teach1ng assistant as: é iégéhing resource 1n
hur own r1ght, Although th1s nommltment is not aiwayS'honored the teaching assis
tﬁﬂu 15 more than 3 mere helper who stra!ghtens up, tleans the chalk board, and

erves snacks This 1s the substance of the 1dea uf 1mp1ementat1on. The presence
of the teaching assistant is clear from tne dE}a on adult chlid ratios for

i
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) Thé/ratio oflchiidren to adu1ts,averages about 9:1 for the REP c]assrooms and

about 77 1 fur the compar1son c1assrooms Though . th1s contrast 1nd1cates a favorab]e

¢ of the'prograh'has been recorded and vaJidatedvrepeated1y'by‘an indepe c

//1n a ne1ghbor1ng c1ty

Ifor%isma11 groups.

ﬁ compar1ng procedure wh1ch s 1ndependent of samp]e s1ze o R

rat1o’ﬁbr ‘the REP, it also may 1nf1uence the data for the 28 observat1on var1ab]es
!,,'_ \ : \ ~—

For 1hstance, the observer may ta11y more- 1nc1dents of “adu]t commun1cat1on focus,

/]
sma]ﬁ/grouo for the -REP c1assroom s1mp]y because there are more adults W1th whom to
If such is the_caseg and it is, then one aspect of the REP can

bejdaid to be impiemented and working. TIt-can also be c1aimed.that:tbﬁ%'aspect

ndent evalua-

K
FA
/

'

A’ Comparison of Responsive Program Classrooms with Traditional Classrooms on
]ected SRI Observation: Constructs As 1nd1cated by the headings in Table 4. ]O,

/ bservat1on data were gathered for three k1ndergarten and three f1rst grade c]ass- )

ﬁooms 1nﬁ£ommun1ty B and two k1ndergarten non- Fo]]ow Through comparﬂson c]assrooms o

The number of c1assrooms seems sma]] but’ we. w111 use a-

T

The quest1ons we would 1j ke to answer are

1. Are there d1fferences among “the e1ght observed c]assrooms wh1ch m1ght

show up when the 28 constructs are. exam1ned as a, who1e? C ER U B
1 : ) *

2. Do sub sets of the SRI constructs wh1ch are of d1ffer1ng degrees of
1mportance to the REP d1st1ngu1sh between the REP and the compar1son program7

'1,3. Which’ 1nd1v1dua] SRI constructs d1st1nqu1sh the REP c]assrooms from the
i R , :
compar1son c1assrooms? A S ;A,/ )
In answer to Quest1on onq, we must reason thus/ If each ot the. construCts

purports to measure the re]attve frequency of ocCurrence of an event of 1nterest

~and 1f we order the d1rect1on of the frequency /of events in a way that 1s pred1c- S
7 N

tab]e from the og1c of the/REP then 1f the REP is tru]y d1fferent From the




/ '
' nparison'program the{increased freduenEy of events ought’to Show up statisttcaliy.

We ranked the e1ght classrooms from one to e1ght with one correspond1ng to the

/

1owest frequency and: e1ght correspohdfng to the htghest %requency for each of the 28

constructs We then used the non—paxametrwc Fr1edman two -way analysis of variance _

/

by»rahks-stat1st1ca1 procedure (W1nerp 19’1) to analyze.column (or classroom)

d1fterences in 6b°erved actlvtty

é\D The data y1e]d a Fr1edman stat1st1c of 14.47 which is dlstr1buted as, ch1—
e square w1th 7 degrees of freedom and has a p'<_05 We may 1nfer that there is a

d1fference between RLP cTassrooms and the comparison c]assrooms observed in Communtty

Bt The mean ranks are/presented in Tab]e 4.1 and in graph form in F1gure 4 7, |
/

where we have grouped the K/ and ]st grade c1asses for convenxence with means of the
/
. j »
group ranks 1nd1cat°d for komparlsdn purposes Inspect1on of the means in the

B tab]e and m the rraph 1nd1cate that the ma1n dlfference between the REP and con- o

l' y ‘

par1son program 15 at the ktndergarten 1eve1 Post hoc compar1sons will not’ be

performed we w111 r°st Lour case here making the. potnt that the SRI observat1on .
,‘!'
g constructs@ when cons1dered as a who]e do dlfferenttate the part1cu1ar c1assrooms :

) reported / _f, EE '_i — - )

to- Quest1on two ‘can be answered the same way qLest1on one was answered we

have d1vnded the consnructs 1nto three groups on the bas1s of the 1mp]1cat1ons the

REP may;have for the const{uct and V1ce vevsa The grouptngs are 1nd1cated by the.

~

codes A B *and Cin the column 1abe1ed Code in Tab]e 4. 10 -The meanzranks_are -

}

ngen dn Tab]e 4. IO along with the Fr1edman stat1st1c¢ :

: . ,
s 1t turns out the ten constructs Jjudged to be most 1mportant to the REP

”“3!- e

had a Frledman stat1st1c of 15. 28 wh1ch w1th 7 degrees of freedom has a p<: 05.
On th1s 1eve1 of group1ng, the 'SRI constructs can be sa1d to d1fferent1ate among //

/

-c1a§srooms Inspect1on of Flgure 4.8 w111 conf1rm that aga1n the maJor d1fference ,ﬂh
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Ed

'group of SRI constructs to d1fferent1ate c]assrooms i

appears to be between kindergarteners. The mean of the group ranksxhaslbeen
1nd{2ated for . omparat1ve purposes i . )

For the tuelve’ constructs Judged to have “moderate” importance for the REP,
the Fr1edman stat1st1c was not s1gn1fzcant however, 1nspect1on of the group mean

ranks in F]gune 4 9 1nd1cates that d1fferent1atlon may be also taking p]ace a]ong a

' . v

the Tines of the most 1mportant constructs d1scussed above
J

For the Six constructs Judged to have minimal 1mportance for the REP the ‘
Friedman statlst1c was not s1gn1f1cant Inspect1on of F1gure 4. 10 shows a‘m1xed

o1str1but1on of mean ranks and qroup mean ranks, 1nd1cat1ng the 1nab111ty of th1s .

1 A
Quest1on three (Wh]Ch 1nd1v1dua1 SRI constructs d1st1ngu1sh the Respons1Ve

\
classrooms . from the comparison’ c]assrooms?)//can be ansﬁered by app1y1ng the non- -

x parametr.c Mann—hh1tney U test to each 1tem to test whether the two groups,of

'classrooms have been drawn from the same popu1at1on

z

The resu1ts of this ana]ys1s are presented in Tab]e 4.10 where it W11ﬁ be seen

that e1ght of the ZB var1ab1es have U stat1st1cs w1th probab1]1t1es of 1ess than ;10f'

When these items are c]ass1f1ed by the1r 1mportance to ‘the REP it is found that seven

|

are of moderate or great 1mgortance and one is not very 1mportant to the Program _

'Z.as a who]e Indeed it can be. argued that the 1atter ltem a]though not conceptua11y

1mportant,-1s indicative of 1mp1ementat1on The fact that patterns of 1nteract10n -

'rows o

in theqREP c]assroom have been changcd may g1ve the observer "moré:, to observe” than

“in the trad1t1ona1 classroom where studentg are usua11y arranged more r1g1d1y in

> :
. o . . C

The fo1]oW1ng corc1u51ons can be drawn from the above ana]ys1s ' §? -

1. Data co1]ected u51ng the SRI observat1on procedure do d1fferent1ate

! between/Planned Var1at1on Commun1ty B and a ne1ghbor1ng contrast commun1ty

o, . CoeE - L




2.-a. .The sub-set of cohstructs Judged to he‘most important to the impTementa-
tion of the REP d1fferent1ates between Respons1ve c]assrooms and comparison classrooms.
fS1nce these are the variables, that ref]ect stated REP obgect1ves, this finding is
usefu1 in determ1n1ng whether or not the REP is be1ng 1mp1emented The REP has
been 1mp]emented and has brought about des1rab1e change 1n the classroom.

- 2. “b. The sub set- of constructs judged to be of lesser importance to the REP

~

fa11ed to. d1fferent1ate between Respons1ve and compar1son c]assrooms, although the
3. On an 1tem Tevel 1t was. found- that of the 28 SRI var1ab1es, e1ght
dszerent1ated -the- REP classrooms from the compar1sdﬁ c]assrooms on the basis of
o statlst1ca] fest. Children in the REP_c]assrooms asked more questions. There

_ : , I
were also more occurrences of one child teaching another child. These data are

8 / P ,
cons1stent with the Head Start SRI observat1on data As with the Head Start
-

observat1on data, the Fo]]ow Through c]assroom observat1on data a]so prov1de7

evidence of 1mp]ementatlon of the REP.

@

e
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Learntng Bootn Implementation

The Learnang ‘Booth 13 a pre-structured learning dct!V]Lj for kindergarten
Ahz;dren in xﬁplclassroomﬂ A Laboretory publication, “Gu:de for fearnxng Booth
. Attendants™ (Barneset al, 1970) descr1bes the obaectxves and the act1v1ties of
the Learnzng Booth in detail. Braef?y, a\Booth Attendant wouid aek gach kvnder--
gartencr once a: day about two or three t:mes a week if he or ahe wou]d Tike to
p]ay'w1th a t;pewrxter If the ch1]d agrees, the attendant 1eads the ch11d to a
.hooth equ‘pped thh ani électr1c typewrater and other retated materxa]s . The chatd‘
‘can play with the typewrwter for 10 m1nutes if he w1shes, he can a)so leave eaaly
" or eatend his t1me The Booth Attendant can also stop»p]ay1ng w:th the ch11d at
‘the typewriter when he not1ces that the child beg1ns to lose 1nterest Append1x .
includes a descrapt1on of the ent:re sequenc@ of the Learning Booth acttvmtles
}and notes on.the Learning Booth Program in each of the four P]anned Yariation
comnun1t1es, as documented by the Laboratory Learn1ng Booth traaner
| Tab]e 4 d2 presents the 197? 72 children's Learn1ng Booth ach1evement and .
capsu]evnotes on the Learn1ng Booth Program in each community. Ch11dren in ’

'.Comm1n1t1e€ B, C, and D achweved above the standard set by the Laboratory (that

75 of the ch11dren reach Phase III (3 4) ‘at the end of the schoot year).. Commu-

nity E had a 1ower ach1evement compared to the standard due part]y to the destruc~- .

I

txon by fire of Learn1ng Booth mater1als durtng the school _year. Booth programs'

o \

have been operat1ona1 in Commun1t1es B - C, and D for four years The ‘booth program
in Commun1ty E has been in- ooeratxon mor only three years, Tables in Append1x C |
: .show ch11d performance for each year of booth operatlon for each commun1ty The
1ncreased percentage of ch11dren perform1ng at the more advanced stages over the
| years 1s a clear trend for each of the four commun1t1es In sp1te of the destruc-

'~t1on of booth mater1als in Commun1ty E ch11d performance 1eve1s for Commun1ty E

P
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'ﬁ ‘P- . - TABLE 4, ]2 .  3"""} '-v ;;_~ r
; Percent of Kwndergarten Chwldren Achievwng at Various L | ET
 Phasés- of the Booth Sequence at the End of the 1971-72 B :
, - » : School Year and: Capsu1e Notes on Program 0perat1on in
/ | R 197] 72 - " v
Comauini ty B ,Booth_AotivitiésfPhéses o " Notes -
d .

M AT N [

‘ TT(i2) (3
00 108 v6 - 79 457 37 A competent’ﬁéw Senior Booth
PR S Lm0, TAttendant; chalf of the o

100

1005

100

7" Booth Attendants were new; °.
., . -Booth Attehdants and teachxng
SR asgxstants work half-time at =~

© - each job; good adm1n1strat1ve L
U support - - '.

(((((

060 100 . f  99 84, 46 -[?;’Exoo¥4ent Booth; Attendants,

_ ) ~ . 1ittle job-turnover; good
- .. . i administrative support; teachers
L T ) i . - use information from the
i S “r.. .- Loi-’Learning Booth to assess
Lo '\,*o children's needs;. excelfent
ce -;,mﬁ,commun1cat1on between Booth
Vi =Attendants and teachers

s

‘94  ,f':92“: ﬂ-_SS? - 8l 68 Senjor Booth: Attendant

LT - i experienced and competent,
IR .7 only tWo of the 8 Booth
- ' ’ ’ < Attendants were new; Booth i
. +7" Attenddnts and teaching
¢ <% assistants work half-time in
- the Booth and ha%f t1me in =
: ;class A

1607 w92 7N 45 6 5New Sen1or Booth Attendants,,
QR A destruction of a FT school
‘ B .. by fire caused a lapse of
time which affected the
achievement in 3 FT classes.
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W,"and act1V1t1es and more adu]t 1nteract1on w1th 1nd1v1dua1s or sma]] groups‘of

- children. These data prov1de ev1dence that the REP g1ves ch11dren d1fferent educa-

3 i

t1ona1 exper1ences from thgse found in. trad1t1ona1 c]assrooms

_(5) The HS PAs in each commun1ty 1nd1cated that the1r teachers/teach1ng

'ass1stants had 1mp1emented the REP procedures at a 1eve1 that is abOVe average

A L
(6) In|t1a1 steps to involve parents in the classrooms have been taken in

a1 the P]anhed Variation c]hssrooms there were vo1unteer parents work1ng w1th the

'childrenband_the teachehs'exp1ained the REP'to.the'parents ‘There are no c]ass-

room data yet to show the. nature of the parent ihVo]vement_1n the teaching/learning.

* process.

i
Ve

m'(75 The Learn1ng Booth- has been successfu]]y 1mp1emented 1n the k1ndergarten

C]assrooms in three commun1t1es and 1s deve]op1ng adequate]y in the fourth.

LN
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" CHAPTER 5

I Far West Laboratory
‘ tfspons1ve Educational]

Program

[

- PARENTS

C 0bjective§-f0r«?érént§

?‘Program Advisor

District HS or FT |
Program Dire;tqr

[

.‘j

.]Q

To participate.in the decision- .

. making process regarding the

Planned Varfation.pragram through
“ithe Parent Adv1sory Counc11 (PAC).

. 'To part1c1pate d1rect1y in the

classroom and in school-related
functions-as paid emp]oyees and as
;vo]unteers

To become 1nV61ved_fn‘educationa1
~decision-making, realizing that -
‘parents have both the right and the

Commni ty gcﬁurwm.i Parent v Child ”mrespons1b111ty to share in determin-
k@? wnm1 ‘“PWWS' ‘ Puﬁdpumn“Suwms 11ng the nature Of thGTT ch11dren S
= b educat1on . ; :
L_._...._<~.-'.v-.l._¢___r.‘.. ._.__._J
. %he Child
- it b
" : "Data to be Presented.
f Sourtes Communi ty
E:.:f . . ‘ /
1 o : .
| i A "B C . J[D N
iy (1 v . . .' . . .
‘ Lo HS - FT | HS FT. -?é FT | HS FT
iy BN 3
SRP Parent Interv1ew Data \1 .
1970 71 | X X fj X X
SRI Pareﬁt Interview Data : .
1969-70 - : X .
Pafent}Cohtent Questionnaire | X X hxoX X X
.’ N
. ) gi:ﬂ
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Parents

The P]anned Var1at1on program,. recogn121ng that the fam11y exerts the pr1—'

vmary 1nf1uence on the ch11d S deve]opment aims. to support. the parent s role in

N

the educat1ona1 process Parencs are’ encouraged to become fam111ar with ‘the

-educat1ona1 program of the sponsor and 1nvo]ved in the curr1cu1um both at home

.and at schoo] rurthermore they -are urged to part1c1pate Ain educat1ona1 dec1s1on-
mak1ng through such organ1zataons as the Parent AdV1sory Counc1] (PAC)

'ggeneral, 1t is the goa] of the PV program to foster the parents 1qvo]vement with

”
o

fand control over the1r children! s educat1ona1 exper1ences o

4

This sect1on wh1ch focuses on the role of parents in the PV program, d1scuss->

es 1nterV1ew data co11ected by 'SRI and data co11ected by the Laboratory concern-
© -

1ng parents perceptlons of the1r ro1es in the. educat1ona1 process Two previous

- sect1ons a]so deal 1nd1rect1y WIth the parent part1c1pat1on issue. Thé chapter

~ .on Program Advisors.presents data that 1nd1cate how PA S spend their t1me

VTyp1ca]1y PA's spent about’ 3% of the1r t1me (or about four hours per month)
.v parent meet1ngs ~ The chapter on C]assroom Process conta1ns 1nformat1on regard1ng
teachers efforts to 1nvo]ve parents in the program About two thwrds of the
1Foi10w Through teachers reported that they had parent volunteers work1ng in’ the1r
fc]assrooms, and a1most a]l of the teachers and most of the teaching ass1stants

'-,sa1d that they.exp]a1ned the REP to the;parents of the1r chyldren.

?_________l . N - - ' .. E

- In th1s report, the parent. organization a§§oc1ated with the PV program W11] be re~
Ferred to as the Parent Adv1sory Council’ (RAC). There is some feeling that the-
word "advisory™ 1is inappropriate in so far as it impliesta more restricted role

than parents themselves want to or should play in the program. Consequent]y, some

parent groups call themselves the Parent Councid (pC).

’”
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1970-71 SRI Parent Interyiew .

In the spr1ng of 1971 NationaT Opinion‘ResearCh Corporation (subcontracted

" by SRI) interviewed parents of kindergarten and enter1ng f1rst grade ch11dren in

- four PV commun1t1es Parents of both FoTTow‘Through and non- FoTTow Through

ch\{dren were 1nterv1ewed 1n the1r homes by a tra1ned 1nterv1ewer‘> Dur1ng the

1nterv1ew wh1ch Tasted about an hour, parents were asked a range of quest1ons con-
cenn1ng the1r ch1Tdren, the1r homes, the1r part1c1pat1on 1n the educat1ona] system,'
and b eir att1tudes aboutra number of school- reTated and other 1ssues |

The responses. of both FoT]ow Through (FT) and non- FoTTow Through (NFT)

- _parents 1n the four PV commun1t1es to some seTected quest1ons are shown 1n TabTes

N\

511, Each parent was asked if he/she were aware that h1s/her ch11d was, in FoTTow ;

' Through. Most FoTTow Through parents 1nterV1ewed (86%) answered “yes" to th1s
| quest1on A few (6%) NFT parents m1s1nterpreted the quest1on and aTso answered
W”yes " In Commun1ty B, however onTy 59% of FT parents 1nd1cated that- they weie
aware that the1r cha]dren were 1n FoTTow Through wh1ch means that parent awareness

" of the program is not. S0 hlgh in: th1s commun1ty as other REP commun1t1es where 90%

or more of: the parents 1nterv1ewed knew of the FT program

: Those parents who answered that they were aware of the FoTTow Through program

c. vho

fwere asked 1f they feTt 1t was heTpfuT to. their. ch1Tdren As TabTe 5 1 1nd1cates”

'the‘parents questloned were aTmcst unan1mous in the1r approvaT of the program

Parents were also asked if they had heard of a g‘oup calTed the Parent

’ AdV1sory Counc11 On the average somewhat over half of the FT parents and a

<

T1tt]e over 10% of the NFT parents said- they knew about the PAC ‘Those FT parents

,who answered “yes to th1s quest1on were then asked severaT add1t1ona1 quest1ons

[ I

et

‘Among these were: Have you ever’ been-a member-of PAC? Have you_ever gone to the

o - . . ‘ : . .
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:

. PAC general meetings? If you had a probTem about the schooT, could you get the

PAC to do something about 1t? Of the parents who answered these quest1nns, 40%

' reported that they were members of the PAC and almost 60% sa1d they had attended

“a PAC meet1ng. Also a large number 1nd1cated that they felt the PAC has influence

over the schools. These Figures'suggest-that aTthough there ts not totaT parent"‘
part1c1pat1on in the Pﬂc, a fa1r nuwber of parents were: act1ve 1n the organ1zat1on--
OVeraTT, a fourth of the FT parents were members of the PAC and about one- han had
attended at Teast one meet1ng '

A ook across the four communities reveaTs:that'responses concerning parent

o 1nvoTvement were s1m11ar w1th the one exception being- Commun1ty B Parents 1n

th1s commun1ty appear to haVe been both Tess- -aware of - the - PAC and Tess 1nvoTved 1n_

——

1ts-act1vxt1es This f1nd1ng, aTong w1th the f1nd1ng that Commun1ty B parents are

Tess aviare that the1r chlldren are in FoTTow Through, suggests that*communlcat1on |

’ between the program staff and the parent commun1ty may be less’ successfu] in
MT_COmmuntty B ‘than in the other Py communities; at Teast with the'parents interviewed.VL

" in this study.

Another as pect of the parent 1nvoTVement 1nvest1gated in the SRI 1nterv1ew

\

\, was cTassroom v1s1ts In all commun1t1es more FT parents had V1S1ted their
}

i children's cTassroom than had NFT ‘parents. on the aVerage 68% of the FT parents

y
\ and 36% of the NFT parents 1nd1cated that they had v1s1ted the. classroom at Teast

“\once.’ Furthermore, FT parents tended to v1s1t somewhat more often than NFT parents.

\

S1xty six percent of the v1s1t1ng FT parents reported com1ng three or more t1mes,

whereas only 50% of the»v1s1t1ng NFT parents came three or more times dur1ng the |

yebr ' Another 1nterest1ng resuTt concern1ng cTassroom v1s1ts was that for the FT
- group more. v1s1ts were prompted by other parents (79% compared Lo 53%). o i~

"The 1nterv1ew data aTso show that h1gher percentage of FT parents work at -

2 schooT (25% compared to TT%)v Th1s outcome is consonant w1th one of the goaTs of



P]anned Var1at1on wh1ch 1s to involve parents as pre- profe551onals Le g. ; teach-

‘1ng ass1stants, 1earn1ng bOOLh attendants) in the school system i ﬁ . __K
l Parents were a?so asked about the1r react1on to the1r children's progrese"1n
schoo] In general, FT parents appear to be ‘more sat1sf1ed with the1r children's
pnogress. 1In é]1 COmmun1t1es, more FT thaanFT pqrents=reported being ”very.

0 _
~satisfied.”

>'1969-70.S§I Panentﬂlnterview

e

! —

| Cons1derab1y 1ess extens1ve 1nformat1on is ava11ab]e concern1ng parent respon—
ses to Lhe 1969-70 SRI Parent InterV1ew Four quest1ons of~the 1nterv1ew =chedu]e |
.tapped the genera] fee11ngs of. 55 Fo11ow Through parents ‘concerning the1r own |
ab111ty to influence schoo] po11cy Two add1t1ona1 questions focused on, how parents’
t?:.percetve school personne] Tab]e 5.2 contaxns data from Commun1ty B on]y on these
. SiX questtqns “The responses reflect a genera]]y pos1t1ve fee11ng on~the” part of
nparents cencern1ng their own ab|I1ty to 1nf1uence school .policy. Parents also

3

= felt that schoo] personne] were concerned dbout parent att1tudes, and reported
' they be11eved that sch001 personnél were aware of parent w1shes )




TABLE 5.2

Spr1ng, 1970

l

Community B FT Parent ResponseS‘to Se]ected Items on the SRI Parent”Interv1ew

20%

‘Respbnse’ N
Statement . . Strongly - { S11ght1y Stightly JStrongTyﬁ'_
- | Agree ‘Agree Disagree . - Disagree .
‘;;If parents wanted something changed
about the schools, there would be'a .
" good chance of getting it changed., .- 34%. 40% . 14% - 1%
“If the parents disagree. with the - | |
_teacher or the principal, there . - ' . g
1s ‘nothing.parents can do about it. 9% - 7% '23% 60%
-There is nothing parents can do " , . i :
to change the schools. - .- 5% - 5% 16% - . 712%
Parents have a say. about how ‘> _ " | - .
schoo]s are run, o 34% -36% 16% - 13%
‘In this commun1ty, peop]e who . | '
run the schools really care o o o ) \
about what’ parents th1nk . 80% - 26% - 12% 2%
. v T :
Peop1e who run the schools really ST S Lo
know what the‘parents.want.* | 31%.. 36% - 13%
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Parent-Content Questionnaire -
The ParenteContent Questionnaire (PCQ) is .an ‘experiméntal jnstrument desioned

-to measure perceptions of various groups including parents of parental role in

~ the educational process. It was administered byWLaboratory’staFf to various -
groups such as parents, teachers, teaching assistants, administrators, etc. in
 four PV commun1t1es in- the spr1ng of 1972.

. The quest1onna1re COhS]StS of 1’\"parent" phrases and 22 "content” phrases -

4

which, when comb1ned y1e1d 242 statements that describe var1ous degrees of
. parental concern and_contro] in the‘edccat1ona1 dec1s1on-mak1ng process. For
example a "parent" phraseF-”Parents do‘make‘decisions about"~-and a “content“

phrase—F”who teaches ‘their ch11dren“-—wou1d be’ comb1ned‘to form one statement

'"Parents do make’dec1s1ons about. who teaches.the1r ch1ldren. This ”parent”i
phraSe wouid similarly be combined with the remaining'Z] “content" phrases, and

| R ‘
_ the process would be repeated over each of -the 11 "parent“ phrases: The‘respon-‘
- dcnt is asked whether he agrees or disagrees with each of the resu1t1ng state-

_Tments " This format makes-1t poss1b]e to compare the responses of var1ous

_ #751akeholder groups w1th one ‘another, -and a]so to compare the responses a given

| agroup makes for d1fferent statements wmth1n the quest1onna1re

Extensive analyses of the PCQ data are underway These will inc]ude

- determ1n1ng and compar1ng probab111t1es of responsec made by various groups and -
app1y1ng multi- d1men51ona1 scai1ng techn1ques to the data For the present report,
_however pre]1m1nary ana]ys1s of the data exam1ned the responses of parents to
three. "parﬂnt" phrases and four “content""phrases The three “parent“ phrases were
-"Parents care about," “Parents want to make f1na1 dec1s1ons ‘about," and “Parents
-do make~f1na1 decws1ons about “'-The four "content“ phrases were: " who teaches
the1r chlldren,“ "the powers of the Adv1sory Committee," “what tests their | w
_ch11dren may be given," and “what parents may do 1n the c1assroom

B
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The percentage of agreement among parents ‘to the four statements in each
parent" phrase category is presented 1n Table 5 3. Informat1on is presented
for Commun1t1es B, D and E; no parent responses were obta1ned in Commun1ty C. It
'shou]d be noted that :n Commun1t1es DandE the number of parents samp1ed was
qu1te sma]] Thus, the poss1b111ty that the responses -of the persons quest1oned
.may not ref]ect the parent commun1ty as a whole shouid be kept in mind. It can be
seen from Table 5.3 that agreement is h1ghest for~those statements:beg1nn1ng with
*Parents care about ! E1ghty three percent of the parents in Commun1ty B, 78% of
-_the parents in Commun1ty D and 75% of the parents in Commun1ty E agreed that parents
care about the four'”content" phrases examined. ) o

A somewhat sma]]er percentage of parents in the three commun1t1es agreed W1th
the statements beginning with "Parents want to make final dec1s1ons about " When
parents were asked whether parents do make the flna] dec1s1on about“ the four
: areas 1n quest1on, the percentage of- agreement dropped cons1derab1y In Commun1ty D
-'only 16% agreed with the four statements and 1n Community B on]y 25% showed agree-
ment W1th the statements In Commun1ty E however 42% of the parents d1d agree
that parents make the f1na1 dec1s1ons related to the four areas. Though this is

=
I

Tower than the percentage who felt parents should make the f1na1 dec1s1ons in -

I

- these areas, it nevertheIess‘1s marked1y h1gher than the other commun1t1es percent

/may well reflect that parents 1n Communrty E are -
e

making- more of, the dec1s1ons that/inect their ch11dren s educat1on

~ of agreement in th1s category, and

i

111




TABLE 5.3

_Responses of Parents to the Spring 1972 Pirent-Content Questﬁoﬁnaﬁre Reflecting
Degree of Parehta] Concern and Control Regarding Educational Process

Community Responses

. o * R ) e E
"Parent" phrases - ) B(n=62) - " D(n=l6) E(n=12 Total (N=90)
"Parents caré;aboUth.“. - >83% . 78% . 75% 81% '
"Parents want to make | o -g; .
final decisions about..." - 58% ... 64% 67% 61%

i
i

"Parents do make final | _ , o
decjsions about..." 25% 16% 42% . 25% =

3

* The four ”content” or completing phrases were: “who teaches their children,"”
"the powers of the Adv1sory Committee," "what tests the1r ch11dren may be given,"

and "what parents may do in the classroom.”

commun1t1es do care about certain areas related to the education of the1r ch11d B

&

and to a lesser degree parents want to make T1na1 dec1s1ons about these areas
: Moreover, one fourth of a]] parents 1nvo]ved in this study felt they influence

decisions related to such\areas as.teacher'selection, child testing, in- c1ass
parent behavior and PAC operation The high-percentage (42%) ‘of Community E

parents who 1nd1cated they 1nf1uence decisions in the four areas examined may

reflect a h1gher level of parent involvement in the decision-making process in

that community.

'_ L S ERIH




. Summary

-
P

The involvement of parentsain the educational process which serves their -
chwldren is a maJor concern of the REP P]anned Var1atxon program. The 1nformation .
obta1ned from" parents wh1ch was presented in thTS sect1on indicated that

e (T) Most Fo]Tow Through parents. were ‘aware of the FoTTow Through program and |

T felt that it was heTpfuT to the1r cthdren

(2) A fourth of the Fo]]ow Through parents reported that they were memhers
of the PAC, and about oné-half had attended at least one PAC meetang during the year

I Do v i, \

(3) FoTTow Through parents tended to v1s1t the classroom more than non-Follow

--_Through parents, and more Follow Through parents ‘were empToyed by the school )
t 4 .
»«_f system than were ‘non- -Follow Through parents et
-.\

(4) FoTTow Through parents 1nd1cated a. h1gh degree of sat1sfaction wrtn the

' ﬂ p“ogress the1r ch11dren were mak1ng 1n scnooT, and 1n aTT commun1t1es FoTTow Through

parents showed greater sat1sfactlon on th1s d1mens1on than non- -Follow Through parents.

a

(5) Most parents of ch11dren in the REP PTanned Var1at1on program expressed

concern about 1ssues relat1ng to the educat1on of thexr chi]dren, and many indicated -

a des1re to make decisions abouz these 1ssues

'm; 7 . (B) About on\\(ourth of the PV parents who compTeted the Parent Content

Y,

Quest1onna1re feTt that they do 1nfluencedec1s1ons reTated to severaT aspects of the '

1

: educat1ona1 process " The communxtv where parents appear to have the most input 1nto

g *»ﬂthe educat1oraT dec1s1on-mak1ng process is Commun1ty E. In a separate interview,

N parents in Commun1ty B ev1denced a posxtwve fee11ng concern1ng the ab111ty of parents ...

_ ;-- to 1nf]uence school poT1cy N
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CHAPTER 6 - .

CHILD SERVICES

[
!

Each child in the Planned

Variation Program #s guaranteed a

ETW%H;éw?nwu! _ comprehensive variety oj/fzppiemen~
rax ) . . ) ) -
| tary services. .Thesé services range
Progese Ravisor l__ Diggricy Wy g ¥Y . »
Frogras Birectoe - from a well-balanced hot lunch nutri-
+ X- o it e ) . .
i,.& 5tz,‘] { M arone l Paren: !l iny® ] - tional program to dental, health and
.! e Rew Frocess Paeticipainn AT
T "y~ psychological services. The REP con-
.{‘ Tre (ntia o ‘ side?s these services critical. In

fact, a major portion of the worth of

the Head Start PV orogram must be
4_ Y

. based on the delivery and adequacy of
these services, However, the documentation and evaluation of auxiliary health and

nutritwon serv1ces delivered to PV children are outsﬁde the scope of this report

_‘—-J»'

Other organizat1ons have received contracts to evaluate this major component of the

Planned Variatxon program A
Thus far wn the report ‘We have been concerned with the de]ivery system of the
REP Planned Variat1on program and the fbrm of exptrience'which is provided to the

chxld in terms of the‘school system, the classroom process, parenta1 participation

and involvement, and health ard nutritional services received by the chitd. A1l of

these components have a cumulative effect on ‘the chi1d The next section, which

reports child performance data, represents on1y a small part of this cumulative :

‘effect. The other child outcomes that reflect the total 1mpact of the PV program

.'have yet to be documentedc - L /

ms. e
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“Far West Laboratory

CHAPTER

THE CHI

7

LD
]

~ Objectives for the Child

A}

hewonsi;io;s:;amm 1. To develop problem-solving and intellectual .
T skills. :
| Program Advisor l__ 3:::::%?5 E FT 2. To promote academic achievement and ensure
L. | |Zrosrem Director language competence:. _
.:chmug;:im ‘ ’ Classroon I P:g:::pauojl G hiie 3. To develop a hea]thy se]f-concept
't_—;— a b . i 4. 'To develop a posi tive att1tude toward
\ . school and learning. |
: The ¢hild
' 5. U1t1mate1y to 1mprove a child's hfe
;_ » chances. :
Data to be Presented o | (
3 Sources: . Community
f . T8 1 ¢ T o £
| | - HS FT | WS FT | HS FT | HS FT
Preschool Inventor_y '(1970-71 X 1 X .
:: | - Wechsler Longltud1na1 Data (1968- 71) X X X X
.- Boehm Test of Basic Concepts E X
(1970-71) :
Raven 5 Progresswe Matmces - X X
: (1970-71) ‘
f —r-
Language . Fac1hty (1971 72) . X
¢ Learning Booth (1971-72) X X X X
' Smiling Faces (1969-70) X /
Quea‘nons about Child's M X
o Attitude Toward -School on 1969-70 '
{~ - . SRI'Parent Interview
©Attendance Data (1969-70) . "X
b : - ———
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B .the progress of ch11dren 1n the PV program

(e

~ The objectives for the child, as stated in this chapter, are long-range goals,
which in turn lead to the u1timate goal. of improving the life chances of children.
we have purposely used dotted Tines 1n our implementation/delivery system d1agram
to connect to ‘the ch11d - A ch11d s 1ife chances are not assessed by a series of
one- to one cause- and effect relat1onsh1ps between what happens in the c]assroom
and what evidence shows that the ch11d has 1earned To measure adequate1y_yhether
even those child objectives (stated on the prev1ous page) have been ach1eveda4s an
enormous task. The task may even-be an impossible. one, given the wide scope e?b
of the obJect1ves our 11m1ted know1edge of the learning process, and the Yimi ted\
kinds of measurement 1nstruments present1y ava11ab1e To re- emphaSIZe we feel
that the assessment efforts: shou]d concentrate on the nature and form of exper1ences
prov1ded to a child. o | ) : - | .,”( N

| Present]y, we do not c1a1m to have any data that adeguate.z measure long-range
ch11d objectives. . The data on a var1ety of standard1zed-tests, which formlthe |
butk of th1s chapter, mere]y prov1de some ev1dence of how children in the Planned
Var1at1on program perform on academic ach1evement mbasures These data are the

—. \

eas1est to obtain and are probably' the least adequate for the task of assess1ng
Recogn1z1ng this pos1t1on and the 11m1tat1ons of standard1zed ach1evement |

tests, the Laboratory had made efforts to use and/or develop 1nstruments that

imay more appropr1ate1y measure our obJect1ves for ch11dren A Target Game j:'

\FltZG1bb0n 1971) that measures ch11dren s 1eve1 of asp1rat1on about the1r own f

' ab111t1es is be1ng f1e1d tested Another 1nstrument that re1ates to self- concept.

an att1tude scale that assesses a ch11d s’ perception of his soc1a1 re]at1ohs in . ’"

,school (F1tzG1bbcn, 1971),(1s a]so be1ng f1e1d-:jj}ed.\ The Laboratory has alspj

118
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attempted to identify specific characteristics of Drob]em—so]ving'ski]Ts (Barnes,
et al. 1971), and is developing a pattern game to assess these character1st1cs
(Yinger, ]971) The Language Fac111ty Test. (Dailey, ]968) which purpgrts to
. prov1de a measure of oral language fac111ty not based on the ch1ld S vocabu]ary,
1nformatlpn, pronunc1at1on, or grammar, was field tested in Comunity E, and data
from the field test are proViged in this chapter._ Other.data on locus of controi
are also beinp-cp]]ected. _We feel that our effprts and other investigators’
~ efforts in developing innovative measures and in searching for new ways to assess
| progsamvobjectives'will eventually lead to fruitful results. | |

| The remainder of this section repbrts_SUCh information as attendance and
attitude indicators along with standardized test scores on PV children in the REP.
In most instances, specific sets of data are'avai]abie for certain communities but
not for otpers;' The:expepse of collecting these data, the fact that data were
) retrieved from various sources each using a separate tésting des%gh andfthe
policy of col]ect1ng test data to answer spec1f1c quest1ons in spec1f1c commun1t1es
gontr1buted to this situation. “Other test data, such as the Wechsler test scores,

~are available on all communities. - ’

Coimunity B: Chl]d Att1tude Toward School

- SRI parent interview data were available for 55 parents of Commun1ty B kinder-
- garten FT children. Parents responses to the quest1on,'"How does your child feel

3

about his teacher?" are shown in Table 7.1.

TABLE 7.1

Parents’ Report on How Thelr Ch11dren FeeT About The1r Teacher
: : (1989~ 70) N
” ‘Likes Teacher Feels. So-So . Doesn't Like
a Lot . : About Teacher Teacher
Number . 51 ' | 0
) (93%) o (7%) {0%)
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Almost all parents (51,0f 55) felt that theTr children 1iked thetr.teachers.
None of the parents felt thatéhis/her child.disliked the teacher, A]though these
data may reflect parents' w1111ngness to say what they thought was expected they
also suggest that parents perceive the1r ch11dren as respond1ng positively toward

o o
their teachers. o

.
\

Another way to find out about a yopng chi]d‘s_feelings teward school is-to
ask the chi]d. An attempt was made by SRI to use an instrument ca1]ed»the
5mj]ing Faces to find out how a chi]d"feels about school-work. and his teather and ",
“how others:feel about him. The child was read a statement, and then was presented
with three line drawings to record his react1on. a‘sm111ng face to ref1ect agree-
ment with the statement~ a. face neither smiiing nor frowning to ref1ect a neutra1
' att1tude, and a frown1ng face to reflect d1sagreement
The limitations of th1s 1nstrument are discussed in depth in another report

(Rayder et al. , 1972). However data generated from the 1nstrument are probably
best used for mak1ng genera] statements concern1ng child fee]1ngs

Tab]e 7. 2 shows how k1ndergarten ch11dren responded to se]eeted quest1ons

"~ on the Smiling Faces. All. these quest1ons deal with the ch11d S sat1sfact1on

with the school "environment" and activities. If the responses the children gave e

arefreliable'and the procedurelwaiid‘ theidata collected on the Smi]ing Fages may

be 1nterpreted as reflect1ng a genera] attitude toward schoo] on the part of

h; Commun1ty B children. "The resu]ts cuggest that a solid maJority, averag1ng about
‘75% of the ch11dren tested, have a favorable attitude toward their school environ-
ment. . Almost-all the children (827) fe]t their teacher had a pos1tpve~fee11ng
'toward them and a h1gh, a]though s11ght1y sma]]er percentage fe]t pos1t1ve toward

. T 1
their teakhers. - _ o . :

]
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- TABLE 7 2

Number and Percent of Follow Through Children ReCpond1ng to
Smiling Faces Statement

(1969-70)

. Number Number and Percent Responding

Statement . . Scorable: . LS ,

S e . Answers Happy So-So Sad
Feeling about coming to R ’ :
school .in the morning 141 98- (70%) 24 (17%) 19 (13%)
Feeling abast learning S - S C .
new things 144 106 (74%) 22 (15%) 16 (11%)

How do ydu“think.boys 1 g '
and girls in class . 110 81 (74%) 29 (26%2) 0 (0%)
feel about you : ) : o }

- How teacher feels about

~ you 123 101 (82%) - 22.(18%) . 0 (0%)

 How you feel about . v o ' ' __
‘your teacher 141 . 97 (69%) 26 (18%) - 18 (13%)
How you feel about S o _ - EER
other boys and girls 143 85 (60%) 31 (22%) - 27 (18%)

in school -

]

The same - pattern occurs in the att1tudes regard1ng fel]ow classmates

| Seventy-four percent marked "happy" when asked how they thought boys and girls

in class feIt'about them, and 60% marked that they felt "happy" about other boys
and ginls in school“ A1l in all, these f1nd1ngs probab]y indicate that the school

is a pos1t1ve and p]easant exper1ence for most Commun1ty B Fol]ow Through chl]dreni.

.4

‘Communzty B Absentee Data A
Absentee data for Community B were collected from d1str1ct records dur1ng

- 1969-70 for’ all s1x.k1nQergarten PV_Fo]low Through c]assroomgmand for two comparison '
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! ‘
classrooms. - Table 2\§ summarizes these data.
; S TABLE 7.3 1
K ' Community B Absentee Data for Kindergarten
e PV Follow Throtgh and Comparison Children
Group _Classrooms  Children Absentees Average Absences
s ) . per Child
Follow Through PY ' 6 o Twes 10
Comparison Groups . 2 68 - 879 12,

-
-

: As shown, the comparison: classes recorded about two~more°days'absent per child
| than the Follow Through PV classes Though thq data are d1ff1cu1t to interpret,

they are 1nd1cat1yg,of a trend that is ev1dent in other Fo]low Through d1str1cts
(Rayder, et a] , 1971). ‘There are severa] poss1b1e exp]anat1ons for th1s phenomenon,
.as we]] as some p]aus1b1e stat1st1ca] arguments for 1gnor1ng such resu]ts The fact
.rema1ns that PV Follow Through ch11dren in CommunTty B missed fewer c]ass days

: 1
than the1r non- Fo]]ow Through cohorts. SR

Ora] Language Fac111ty - Comnun1tx E -

In Apri] 1972, data were co]]ected in Commun1ty E to assess oral ]anguage

.faoility.' The-hEP is based on a ‘language exper1encevapproach to ]anguage 1nstruc- ‘
tton, anvapproach which”usesgthe 1anguage and thinking of the'chi]d as the basis
ffor instryction in 1anguage skil]s In 11ght of the obaectives of the REP
1anguage grogram, an effort was made to f1nd an 1nstrument Whlch did not use :
m1dd1e class Eng]1sh as the cr1ter1on‘for determ1n1ng successfu] 1anguage performance.
The. 1nstrument se]ected was the Language Fac111ty Test (Da11ey, 1968) wh1ch

according to the author provides a measure of 1anguage fac111ty not based on

Qo - »\
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the child's vocabu}ary information, pronunctation, or grammar. | | -
| Research was conducted to gain experience with the instrument and to explore
three major quest1ons “
‘..];. Is there a d}fference between FT Planned Variation and a° compar1son group
of ch11dren1n oral ]anguage facility?
2. Is there a difference between Black and white chi]dren.in oral language
.fac1]1ty? p B . ' -
}3. Is there a d1fference between boys and g1r]s in oral language facility?
The test was adm1n1stered to 32 kindergarten children who part1c1pated in the
Commun1ty E REP (PV ch1]dren) and 24 children who attended schoo]s in Community E
but did not participate 1n the Planned Var1at1on program (NPV chi]dren). Both the
PV and NPV groups were even]y divided by sex, and ha]f the ohildren in each group
were Black and half were white. | | |
The PV ch1]dren were se]ected from h1gh 1mp]ementat1on Follow Through REP
;classrooms; they had prev1ous]y been in the Head Start REP. The schools from which
the NPV ch1]dren were drawn were Judged to be re]at1ve]y comparab]e to the PV '
SLhOO]S on the bas1s of locat1on fac111t1es and ch1]dren served The maJor1ty
of the NPV ch1]dren had not. had Head Start exper1ence A11 the PV ch11dren came
from- families who met the 0E0 ‘poverty- gu1de]1nes 0f the 24 NPV .children, eightf
were from_fam1]1es whose 1nque‘was be1ow_poverty guide]ines; nine were from families
whose income was above these guide]ines,'and for seven chi]dren'ineome infornation
vas unavailable. | |
A three-way ana]ys1s of var1ance (Program X Ethn1c Group X Sex) was performed
on the data Table 7 4 dep1cts the ana]ysis of variance des1gn and 1nd1ca§ss the
'subgroup means and standard dev1at1ons None of the d1fferences between groups

was significant. “The f1nd1ngs suggest no. d1fference between the PV and. NPV group

S
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in terms 'of language facility. Similarly, children tend to score the same whether
| they .are hlack'on nhite and regardless of their sex.

The average total'score of the PV and NPV grdnps (16.9. and 16.9 nespectiveiy)
‘was compared to the norms presented in the manual. A score of 16, 9 falls at about

" the 82nd percentile for six-year old ch11dren, 1nd1cat1ng that the language facility
of these children surpasses that of 80% of the children in the norm group.

In summafy,”PV.kindergerten_children, whqlpresn;ab1y come fhom the homes with
the lowesg income tn the'community, apbeer te be performing'on a comparab]e TeveT
with NPV children, many of whom came from more affluent families. Furthermore,

| both groups of children appear to be perform1ng favorably when compared to the
norming sample. o /

TABLE 7.4

Analysis of Variance Design with Cell
Means and’Standard Deviat1ons

- ﬁlenned Variation - Non-PT1anned Variation
__Boys Girls - . Boys - Girls
: n=8 n=8 n=6 ‘=6
Black - © X=16.0 X=18.6 X=18.6 . X=16.3
, 5,d222.0  5.d:=3.6 s.d.=3.1  s.d.=4. 9
> : g =8 . n=8 n=6 n=6
White /X=15.5 X=17.4 X=16.0 = . X=16.5
: s.d.=2:8 - s.d.=3.9 s.d.=3.2 s.d.=3.3
; &
J
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,The‘Freschoo1 Inventory - Communities C and D

The Preschoo]flﬁvenfory (PSI) developed by Bettye Caldwell (1967) is designed to
assess a beginning kindeﬁgarténér'; knowiedge of ordinal number, size, quantity,
~ color, shape and position, etc. The test has 64 items. The Laboratory administered
the test to 26 Héad Start children in Community C and 26 Head Sfart children in
’ Commun1ty D at the end of ]970 71 school year The data were scored fn two way$.
First, the total correct score was obta1ned for each child. . Next, the items were
grouped\by content into nine subscales that seemed to relate to sﬁécific curriculum
','objectiv;s:" (1) know]edgg of self (name, age), 3 items; (2 )iknow1edge of parts
1of body, 6 items; (3) recogn1t1on of act1on words, 3 1tems (4) "knowledge of
color, pos1t1on size, number 6 1tems, (5) counting ability, 8 items; (6) sk111
in comparing objects, 8 items; (7) knowledge of ordinal nUmber,,4 items;
§{8) ability to ﬁake‘simpie geometric figures, 4 items; (9) knowledge of color and
shaﬁe, 9 jitems. Thirteen jtems (ifems 19-30 and 51) were not included in the
 spbsca]es Becauseﬂthesé items were Jjudged to have poor'contenf vg]idity. For
example, item 19.d;ks, “If you were sick, who would you'go'tg;" The answers
| "do;tot" and/ﬁnurse“ are credited, bit the equally Iiké1y and_éccepéablé answers
) "hospital" or "m;mmother" are not credited. Table 7.5 presents the PSI scores.

o . . . v

2t
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TABLE 7.5

Preschool anentory (PSI) Scores (1970 71)
for Head Start PV children in Commuynities C and D

Community C (N=26)

- Community D (N=26)

(9-items)

Pre Post - | Pre ' Post :
) Mean Mean Diff. | Mean Mean Diff.
| (SD) (SD) -(sp)  (sD) 3
Total (a1l 64 items) -51.3 ' 57.0 - .5.7 36.6 51.8 15.2
. (SD) - (11.98) (8.78) - (9.13) (7.86)
Content areas: _
Knowledge 'of self . 2.7 - 2.9 2 2.3 3.0 7
(3 items) (.72) (.27) (.67) (.19)
Parts of body .2 56 .4 | 3.8 51 1.3
(6 items) (1.46)  (1.25) (1.35) (1. 09)
-Action words 2.8 3.0 2 2.1 2.3 .2
(3 items) (.50) (.19) (1. 01) (.6}) \
. : /
Color, position, L : _ '
size, number 5.0 5.1 7. 3.0 4.3 1.3
(6 items) (1.65)  (1.24) - (1.77)  (1.24)-
Counting re=sm - . pmde 4,7 6.3 1.6 | 4.5 5.7 1.2
- (8 items) (1.94) . (1. 53) : (1. 34) (1.48)
~ Comparing objects 6.8 6.8 - 0 | 50 6.7 1.7
. (8 items? : (1.35) (1.42) (1 44) (.99) :
Ordinal number 2.5 2.9 .4 1.8 3.0 1.2
(4 items) (1. 45), (1.22) ... (1.17) (1.30)
= =t ] ‘ p
- Ability to make simple -t
geometric figqures - 2.9 3.5 .6 2.1 3.4 1.3
(4 itémS) (1.07) (.69) (1.05) (.93)
KnoWiédge of color ' 3.9 8.7 8 4.6 8.2 3.6
--and shape | (2 04) (1.03) (2.39) (1.28)

.\)
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. to mark the one that illustrates-the concept being tested.

Community D children had lower initial test scoresand, as expected, sho@ed
greater gains over the school year. On the average, they achieved 15 more correct
items at the end of the year than they did at the beginning-of the year. 'Comnunjty
C children scored hlgher than Community. D children; their pre -test average (59:3)
is comparable to the post -test average (51.8) df Community D children. It shou]d
be pointed out that ch11dren in Commun1ty D scored unusual]y h gh on the PSI; as a

group they made 57 of the total 64 ‘jtems correct at post -test time.
The PSI manua] does not present norm data. The Unfvers1ty of Hawaii Head

Start Research Center caTcuTated norin data for the PSI based on pre -test scores
made by 1575 children in the 1968-69 Head Start National Evaluation samp]e -Their

norm data indicated that for the _age ‘group of REP ch11dren at pre-test (54 months)
the national average score was 25.69 (S.D.=9.2). The REP HS ch11dren (Communatwes
C and D combined) scored.on an average_of about 44 points. This large discrepancy

is being examined. ' -

!

| - The Boehm Te:t of Basic Concepts - Community D

The Boehm Test of Bas1c Concepts (BTBC) (1970) is des1gned to measure ch1]dren s
mastery of concepts cons1dered necessary - for achievement in the beglnnlng years of ~
school: k1ndergartenfand first and second grades. The instrument consists Zf 50 -
pictorial items arranged in approximate order of increasing difficoTty and divided
evenly between two booklets, each conta1n1ng three samp]e questions followed by
25 test questions. Booklet 2 is more - difficult than Booklet 1 Each 1tem‘consists
of'a'set.ot'oictures, about which statements are read a]oud to the chi?dren,by the |
examiner._ The statements brief?y'describe the pictures and 1nstruct'thehch11dren 

;o -
Basic conrepts such as, "below," "d1fferent," p le," “more," "top," etc.,

= : [ 5
are presented in their simple forms; that is, each item presents only one conﬁept |
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in a straightforward mannér. The concepts are grouped into four categorioes:

) space (e. g., "top," “through,” “away from“); - {2) quantity {e.g., "few,” "most,"
whoie," "several”); (3) time {“next to," 'm:ddle." “farthest"); (4 miscellaneous,
1nc1uding five concepts that do not belong to the other three categories ("different,”
"other," “"matches,” “alike,“ and “skip").

> Twenty-three HS PV children in Community D- took the BTBF at the end of the
1970-71 scnool year ~The BTBC was administered somewhat diffesehtly from the o,
standard procedure presented in the manual.’ The standard pracedure allows each |

i chi]d to respond to a giJ%n item only once. - For eiampie. the examiner asks the ‘A
child, “Mark the box that s away from the table.” After theichild responds. the
examiner cont inues to.the next item. In tne REP test administration, the child

T was aiiowed up to two other chances to respond to an item. This-administnetion

-"”*”“*—Drocedure allowed the chiid to discover the correct answer himseif The'festino D
o experlfnce was consequently transformed into a iearning experience 1nstead of being

= ~fmmerely a testing experience. However, for the recording of correct answers. oniy

* the first response to each item was scored. These scores ‘are presehted in Tabie 7. 6

TABLE 7.6

.

Community D HS PV Boehm Test of Bastg‘Concepts Scores

L Mean . Standard Deviation = . Max. Score © Min. Score _ Range

— .2 66 a e 3

. .
£ . 4

When test scores made by REP children were compared to the nation, Commuﬁity D

children on the average perfOrmed at the 65th percentile The norm group was based
on the perf?rmance of 9,737 chi]dren But the modified testing procedure used with"

v

the REP children could have influenced the r scores.

128



?x.,ﬁigmg ‘to coplete

v

i

n Community D ot.the -

cored are presented in

3

Standard
on.




&
The average age-of the group of chlldren who took the Raven's Matrlces was

" 53 uonths.  The Raven s manual does not present norm data for this age group. The
manua] does show thatefor the age -.group of 66 months. a total score of 12 for sets
A, Ab, and B cﬁmpares‘to the 25th percentlle of the npring group. To gain more
infgrmatidn onlthe Raven's, and in particu)ar'how FT é;SIdren.perfdrmed on it, the ,
instrument was administered at"thé second-gradé 1évéi i;\Fbmﬁunity E to 34 Folléw |

Through children anﬁ to 45 comparison.children. Table 7,é presents the'ﬁean‘scores‘”

)

for Follow Through and comparison ch{]dreﬁi

TABLE 7.8

Raven‘s Progressive Matrices Scores Made by
Community E Second-Grade ..
Folitow Through PV and Comparison <Ghi 1dren

Follow Through PY ' c AComparison
o ~ (N=34) : {N=45)
Raven's - Mean : S0 : Medn SD
B - _ " ) B -
A 8.9 . 1.60 | 9.4 145
T A X 2.34
CooB. 5.5 | 2.02 - 5.8 2.57
-~ Total 21700 - 280 -

o significanﬁ difference was found between the Follow Through and compariéon
_ children. Both groups performed quite well.and their average scores compared to

the 75th percentile norm scores presented in the Ravén's manual. : -

Wechsler Loqgjtudlnal Data

Tne Laboratory collected 1ongitudina1 Nechsier (1949) data on selected samples
. of kxndergarten, first- and second—grade children in the four P}anned Variation
commun1t1es | The Wechsler Sca]es were adm1nistered to chiidren at the. beginning
. .

and the end of the 1968~ 69 school year, at the. beg1nning and the end of the 1969-70
schoo] year, and at the end ‘of the 1970-71 school year. - Longitudinal datavexist for




G-

only a small portion of theserchilohen. Aiso, we do not haoe data to show that
these children were in the Head Start REP before their kindehgarten experiences,
although some of them might have been.. This weakens the Yolue of these deta for
evaluating the P]anned Vahiation program, Hot only are longitulinal data inherent]y‘e
difficult to co]]ect but with the limited funds ava1lab1e to Head Start programs,
adequate data can rarely be gathered. . |
. The scale used for kindergarten chilohen'was the Wechsler Preschool and-Primary
Scale of Intelligence (NPPSf); and for fihst:grade children, the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children (HISC),L%(,_H | -
The two instruments are para]lei, the NPP§I being the downward extensioo of che
WISC. Both instruoents contain six verbal.eod six performanCe subtests. In a
standardized administration of the WISC10r WPPSI, 10 suhteéts are oiven. Raw scores
- are converted into scaled scores. The.sum_of the scaled scores;on the 10 subtests is
' used to calculate the child'e Inteliigence Quotient‘(I.Q.). Two Qerba] and cwo
j;erformaoce subtests wefe'seieCted from‘the total test to‘reduce'testing'time;v.The‘
two verbal subtests are the Vocaoulary subtest, whi ch reqoifes a cht]ovtoﬁﬁﬁve wordh
meeoings, end the.Simﬁiorities subtést;'which requires a child tofexplain why two\\
elements be]ong1ng to the same category are’ "alike (e.g., the chi-ld IS asked why a
plum and a peach are alike). From the performance sectlon were se]ected the Picture -
'mepletion subtest. whlch requires a child to 1dent1fy the. mlss1ng element in a
pxcture. and the Block Des1gn subtest, wh1ch requires the ch1Td to arrange colored
blocks to match patterns shown to h1m on cards. These four subtests were chosen -
5!nco they 1nd1v1duaily have been shown to corre1ate nlghest with the Fu11 Scaled
score. “The seTected four subtests can be considered representative of the general

o

notion of I Q. and representat1ve of the Hechs]er ins trument as a who]e

In thxs report what is termed the

four sca1ed scores rnade on the Vocabulary, S\mxlarwties, P1cture Completion, and.

Q
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Block DesiQn suptests. fhe highest possible scaled score for each subtest is 20;
therefore, with four subtests the h]ghest poss;b]e total WPPSI or RISC score is 80
Based on the standardlzatlon sample, the general popu]at1on of chlldren would have
an average tota] WPPSI or WISC scaled score of 40 and an average subtest score of 10,

“The ch11dren 5 1ongltud1na1 Wechsler scores shou]d not be con51d red a measure
of the cogn1t1ve ob;ect1ves of the REP. These scores indicate how the h11dren in
'the REP perfonh om a standard1zed 1nte111gence test over a period of time. Figures
7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 present children's total WPPSI and/or WISC data over a two-year
period. The data are presented in three groupsi, Group 1 is the 1968-69 kinder-
garten group: Group 2 is the ]9@9-70 kindergarten group; and Group 3 is the 1929—71
first-grade group. (Tabies B,3,’B.4, 8.5 ihrAppendix B preseht shbﬁest scores.)
In general, children in the PV REP tended toﬂscgﬁe below national norms fn kinder-
garten. At the end of first grade, 511 kindergarten groups scored at or above
hatibnai norms.’ Children who entered. the REPvas"firstvgraders sccred cTose to
national norms at entry and‘maintained that‘leve]'of scoring after two years in the

A

program.
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| We could follow only eight'kindergarteh cHi]dren (two from Community C
and six from Community D),over a three-year period. Each child's performance over
the three years is presented separately, along with information of the child's

family background collected in 1968. o b

case (1), Community C.” Girl, Black, mother“works outside the home.

55 f : ' _ : Time of Test _ :
. - 1 2 T 3 4 5
- ‘Wechs- Fall'68 Spr.'69 Fall'69 Spr.'70 Spr.'7
ler . K. K 1st Ist 2nd
.o Voc. 12 6 13 12 n .
| CSim. s 1 12 12 8
P.C. non ol 120
. B.D. 10 9 1 12 13
9 3 : .
Total 41 37 46 48 42
' 25 - N .

] 2~ 3 4 5 .
-Case (2}, Community C. G&irl, Black, no information about family.

55 4
) . 1 2 3 a4 5
o R e e e e e L L E LU PP PR -
=,
1 Voc 9 5 10 n 13
45 Sim. 12 4 14 13 13
P.C 7 10 .8 10 10
B.D. .5 8 12 10 8
'35 Total 33 27 . 44 44 44
............. oy e e e e o o e e e b o 0 e e o e o o
25 - — —
1 2 3 4 5
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) Case (3), Commuh1ty B. Boy, white. Father works at steel plant, has_eight ye;rs
-;schoo]1ng Mother works as nurse's a1d Child has seven siblings. Child has-
hearing trouble. : _ ' .

85 . . - Time of Test = :
e . . - 1 2 3 4 5,
' Wechs- Fall'68 Spr.'69 Fall'69 Spr.'70 Spr 71
ler_ K K Ist Ist 2nd
Voo. 7 nu 9 6 7
45 1 - .
Sim. 10 10 | 14 5 -6
P.c. -9 6 9 12 8
B.D. |2 B I 2 V.
- 35 | - _ . -
 Total 38 . 38 43 . 35 . 43
. | \ ,
- 25 v . - .
1 2 3 4 5 )
(
Case (4), Community B. -Girl, white. Mother does office work. Parents are separated.
Child lives with mother and has one older sibling. T ‘
55 4 J o 2 3 4 s
‘ Voc 3 7 6 5 5
_ Sim 5 o 8 8 13 12
' p.C 5 9 710 13 9
B.D 13 13 16, 17 16
e Total 26 37 40 % - 48 42
35 o
25




Case (5), Community B. Boy, white. Father works at steel plaht.4'Mother is at
home. Both parents have 12 years of schooling. Child has four older siblings.

55 4 o ' 7 ' o o | - _Time of Test
i . : 1 2 .3 4 5
Wechs- Fall'68 Spr.'69 Fall'69 _Spr.'70 Spr.'7

o der K st N\ Ist __ 2nd
Voc. = 6 7 10 07
45 _ -
Simo .9 8 12 9 - 9"
p.C. (R P 8 9 9
B.D. 10 9 m 0 1
- Total 35- 36 41 38 3%

S0 3 3. 4 5-

Case (6), Community B. Boy;‘white.? Father works as ironworker. Mother is at home. '
Both parents haye eight years of schooling. Both parents may have drinking problem.
.Child has speech problem. ' T ' T o

1‘55.J"




Case (7), Community B. Boy, white. Parents ‘are divorced. Child lives with mother.
Siblings: five older and one younger. '

; .
> ] - - ~ _Time of Test |
1 2 3 4 5
Wechs- Fall'68 Spr.'69 Fall'69 . Spr *70 Spr.'71
ler K - K Ist Ist 2nd-
45 Voc. 7 9 n 9 6
Sim. ¥ 7 g8 10 14
P12 10 12 Mn 13
35 F | BO. 7 . 13 n 10 13
| Total 37 - 39 .. 4 ' 40 46
25 _
| -2 3 4 5 :
Case (8), Community B. Boy, white. Mother is at home. Mother has_lOth-gradé !
education.. ' : C :
55y o R , ~
45
35
5 S
1 2 3 . 4 5 4 /
4
.. . *
b 137 4




~ The longitudinal Wechsler data\for individual children over three school years
also indicate that the chi]dren's'tot 1 Wechsler scores do not decline. In six

e remaining two cases, the scores had

- cases, the scores had moved upward; in
remained relatively at the same level with upwardjfluétuations occurring between
the initial and final testing periods. . The eyidence is not conc]usiQe in that
the group is so sma]]iand in that teSt-retest fect is not contro]]éd{' It may
be aryued that they"fall into the_aneédota] cate ry. Even so, théy are of value

|

and they do point in the positive direction for ouh implementatiom effort.}

enmat . . \
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| - ~ Summar L
. 2umnary

Data in this chapter show the performance of HS and FT PV ch11dren on a

N [

+ Number of unrelated tasks. Most of the tasks were conceptualized or designed to
provide some evidenceithat the'chf]d is operating at a certainITeVeT concerning
certain d1mens1ons or has deve]oped a10ng certa1n d1mens1ons over time. The sm111ng

. face 1nformat1hn for examplg, reflects on a ch11d s att1tude toward school and his
teacher. And the Boehm, Rreschoo] Inventory, and Wechs1er data ref]eet a child's 7
'ab111ty to perform standard1zed “academ1c -type" tasks “ .

" The ev1dence of ch11d performance reported 1n th1s cha;ter is extreme]y

3 p051t1ve. Preschoo] Inventory and Boehm test scores show HS ch11dren perform1ng
at a TeveT ‘that exceeds nat1ona1 averages.” On the Raven sProgress1ve Matrices, -

| 'an 1nstrument des1gned to measure “1091ca1 th1nk1ng,“ and on the Da11ey Language
Fac111ty 1nstrument, des1gned to measure language product1on, ‘groups of REP ch11dren

also exceeded nat1ona1 averages

) \

iﬂechs]er I Q”’data was a]so favorab]e.' Groups of ch1]dren were fo]]owed for
--two and three years from the t1me they entered REP, and overa]] the scores ref]ect

an upward trend The in1t1a1 levels were we]] below nat1ona1 norms, but in two years :

th_y had progressed beyond the’ nat1ona1 average. The data for the three-year fo]]ow- ‘

_up 1éwbased on A much-reduced samp1e but indications are thatrmhe gains of the f1rst

| two years are ma1nta1ned and even extended in the third g e -
. These data:on standarX1zed achievement and ab111ty tests refTect on]y a smaTT

-part of what the ch11d knows or can do \They prov1de evidence, however, that chi]dren

~ who exper1ence the REP over a period of t1me atta1n to a 1eve1 of prof1c1ency equa]

/"‘

iV
to or super1or to the nat1ona1 norm1ng groups

The data on school attendance show that REP ch11dren attend more days than
-~ the compar1son group.. .. ‘,”' '
. | o o _rf -
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| 'CHAPTER 8 I W
DISCUSSION: THE IMPLEMENTATION COMPONENTS IN PERSPECTIVE -~ °,

Implementation, Education, and Evaluation
The tasks we have set ourselves in this report-were to devise anfabpropriate
evaluation framework as well as to evaluate a particular 1mplementat1on effor e

in Chapter 1 we d1agrammed the implementation process in terms of salient proceds

i . - :
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Also tn Chapter;l we took up, the task of d1scussing the components one by one,
begrnn1ng w1th the parameters and orlentation characterizing the Responsive “

Education Program. We continued in this fashion with the Program Advisor in

\

Chapter 2 and on down to the Child in Chapter 7

i

we‘have preseq}ed_up-to now what amounts ;o'a "raw” evaluation. In the process

we have introduced several evaluation instruments and techniques developed from ..
our framework4mode1' ATR, ATA, EFL, etc. We can now discuss the significance of
: these 1mp1ementat1on/outcome data in the context of our evaiuation model. But

f1rst we need to rev1ew some of the un1que aspects of our approach
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First, we ﬁish'to point out the breadth and scope of our evaluetdon:in terms
.of the datatcolleCted On the one hand we extend our source of data beyond the ;
child and classroom, to(the school system and to the community uhich provides a
context for tuem both On the other hand, we report these data from four diverse
commUnities at once : ,_f' o | DS
Secondly, we- need to acknowledge some liwﬁtations of the data presented
i While in some areas. the results are straightforward and clear, in some others.
particularly in those that fall outside the main focys of this report, ‘the .
presentation has necessarily been incomplete or merely suggestive In Chapter :
3, for example, we reported information on comMunity character:stics that are’
. logically pagt of an evaluation plan, but we :did not develop the specifics of how
,-these data relate to implementation For example. the concepts of ATA and ATR
gcould be developed into unidimensaonal 1ndices s0 as to incorporate and at the
same time give a contextual srgnificance to these data. -This is a major project '
“and one we feel is ex*remely important to do. But it is an issue that deserves
1ts own forum and .we are in. fact continuing~evaluation effonts to define and .
analyze ATA (Sheldon et, al, 1972). | | ﬁ
It should be clear that this report differs fronrother evaluation efforts i?‘
tts basic goals. First, we do not focus on outcomes witnout first assessing
1mplementation Second wefnave tried to- conceptualize the total delfvery-
levaluation problem Rather’ than concentrate on particular aspects or levels of the o
A.'zvaluation process, we have chosen to forego closure ip some cases’ and sprepd our 71
'erergies down -the line. o
These evaluation. strategies are- directLy relevant to our approach to eg,;ation
we have set forth our value system in teris-of what the educational system shouly
"become and do. The focus 1s not. changing the child but changing major process R

components of the educational system “to improve the experlences df tne child with-

-

in the system. Consistent ith the underlying goals of the Responsive Progrpm. we ;
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' have doveloped @n'evaluatioh'f%a@@ﬁ@rk and:éefiGatiﬁe assessment technigues and
ﬁns&rum&ntﬁ,- He hag?-éppiieﬁ tﬁegé fngtruﬁgnis!in the écnﬁext uf“thiarpa}ﬁicaiar
evaly dtt@n and presented some of nh@ kaw“ re@mQts; _ | |

| The aa@vé puvntg ars made e cl@r%fy what e exmecv ahe appTxed model to
@ccampﬁmsn, in this ﬁ@ﬂ&éx we sha H revnew th@ magor Tnp?em@ntatanﬂ cgﬁponcntg

with the purpose of tlarﬁfyﬁng th%?r @zgn*fvﬁanteu

SRR - The Pr@gram Advisor .

iy o :
L HWe have discussed the Program Advn @r*s rone and 1nuacated haw thTS p@ﬁwtnan

' i§‘ &ﬂe'ﬁﬁy 1nk with the Labaratﬁry and tﬁe %espongive Prngramo The Pﬁ 5
wffactnveness in, dﬁsseminaﬁinu the program thraugh in~Service trawnzng for eachers
N  and 1n cowmunitating REP princuples and obgec»%ves to dastrict persannei is both
‘!a refﬂectien on, and candation ferq the efficacy of REP maternaTS and staff
- _‘; The PA s primary means of 7mpiementﬁng the REP in the ciassrocm is conducting
J*}}ﬁﬁnrk hcpsc In1t§aiiy the Laboratory had suggested week]y workshopsﬁ Hawever,
”.ff:as the nee@s of‘each indfvidua? district emerged the scheduie of workshops varted
'u”7nthh frequencies rangwﬂg From the recammended once~per~week down 1o once-perwmonth
.‘A»Certaxn reasons can be affﬁreﬁ Tor this varwataon in scheduiing.l - _
o F1rst as PA s themseives be@@me mmre knowledgeab?e in REP pracedures the
’»;nature of tna in servrce warkshaps probably changed Pﬂ’s became more expégg;ﬁééa at
?i?,: cenducting in- service training In addiﬁiung as more teachers and teaching B
;;f;.assustants attended the wor&shops thEIY ﬂeeds changed Teachers whc nad been anjﬂ
'the arwqram 1onger and were knowladgeabie absut REP objectives wanted FA 5 to

Spaﬂd wmr@ tnme dem@nstrating in &ﬁe c]assroom instead

.;_.__34'_3‘ N




secong, teacher zurnover retes a!&a affected tne nature oF PA- conducteﬂ

'r,aqmyng and t@nsequentiy, 1ﬁﬁiem£ntauzan of the program.. New teachers-ar@
&
- agded 25 the program 1s axtended to h:qher grades Aiso new teachera rep]aced
o _ C ¥
thﬁﬁ@ wha 1efithe proaram., ﬁ*ter this repIacement accurs in m1d~year, thus

PJfﬁuﬂg ah edditional burden un ;he PA _ This %1tuat1on messt chat11n any one

iChQ@ﬁ y@ar Pa's hal, to conduct in- %erv:ce war%shagc fsx teacherg wha represented

differ@wt'i@vé?s Cﬂﬁ@@ﬁéﬁt;\in REP. pracedb
Ehﬁrd, LN teacherg eapecia!‘ ‘those xn pre schoe] and k1ndergarten c]asses,:a 
APE HOTE - rgu@pt:v& than uthers to tra1ning, and nwre f?ex:bIe in asszm11at1ng o
££9‘;>ﬂ£edute«nf Traditzona??y, thege levels have been mere “open“ and less -
%trafturedrthanvprxmarg and eiem&ntary grad&s. Tbe:efore as ‘the- praqram was
implenknted i hwgher grades both greater teacher resxstenc? and 2 smal]er rargn
- of avaw?able, f1e1d tested Labaratany materlalz appropr1atewfar hugher grades may
have generated ad&atzonei pr@biems fﬁr the PA ';& ' . o f . R
Fourth, the armuna af in- servacm t1me varles by distract because of differmng
mrgann@atmonal canstraants,' ?Banning trme is oFten striqﬁly scheduied ‘and the .
@ﬁ@ﬂﬂtﬁ aTTafted rﬂy not be qpnﬁwstent wiﬁh ﬁEE;fsggFmﬁndatIOns. Teacher assaciu_
atn@ns have negntza#ed can?racts wqth dlstricts.7 ?; thekih servzce fa?is under
maachar/dlgtr ct centractug] agaeements &he di¢trlct may determ1ne tne conténts,
C In C@mmuna&y B teacher wnwservace trainung 15 arganzzed and schedu]ed by
bua?ding Phs are re p@n51ble for conﬁucting the zn sarv1ce wark, whwch may N
-l_,xnuiude fon= «REP teacherﬁ aﬁd the c@ntent of which may bs det@rmaned by the school
prvnn?pzl bs pr;ﬂﬁaﬁals avd Pa¢@urce teaehers beccme more xnvolved tne effart
% d&w Drogram :mpiementatzon wxui vany., in Community E the TH“aGVV1CE traznang
3 vema?ng 1rtact for RE? $taff ﬁther teathers may: take part, 1f they 50 choosp, '
and p@%a-uve'snén*@va Ofcurgu Cnmmynity G conduats 1n~serv1cn train1ng'on ;' “
aaturday mmrnnag for the %Ou@? Ri? FT staff and provides fo!]ow~up 1nd1Vudual

sesaaons fgr ong or two teachers basgd on’ dwfferent classronm needs. Qemonstrataon,

]
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taahhérﬁﬂhavg beé;?ﬁdgﬁzyfieg'and inqorporatéd into thé'in-sérvicecérainithL In
Ccnmmnipy 0,'thch~§aQ;Ei~week}y;thséYy§¢e meetfﬁgs,‘the stéff ﬁ6Q~attest
indiiiduéliéﬁd‘iﬁ~classfwdr£§h0ps, [Perfudic large-group worksbopfjafe'héld;when
’sufﬁiciéht numbérs cflteachers'ﬁave @ common concern. | , ";f ‘ | | |
C?egr?y{ eQa!uatiqg‘a program component such' as in-serviﬁe,tfaininé offered

;'by:PA’s fs'a complex tésk. thir qua1ity~as well qsiqyantityQ%s‘;ffected by{thé’

'-rangé of:variab]es‘aboﬁe‘ The quality ofytheﬂLabbratofy'S in-service compoﬁent )
andléur abj]ity to’de]iver,it'to the fie]d'may’bé jﬁdggd by the'Qahiéﬁy of in-éf

. f’sérvﬁae>programs offered in pbrticipéting»djétricfs. Table 8,1 below providés:an: '

" overview of <ome o;ﬂerbsé]@ent variables. | | ‘
S faBLE 811

' Program Advisor Yariables as High/Low/Medium, by Cdmenjp§-'
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WA - -iaformation not available S \yv,
< IV} Mo = °30-50% time in° classroom related activities
[2] 1 = more than monthly, "less than weekly N
{3] M = 60-80% teachers polled, said workshops responsive to needs
{4]. ‘M = 80-90% teachers polled are favorable to PA .
-l[S} ‘M- = 0<z>}.0 for both dimensions; H = 2>1.0 for at- least one.



Table 8.1 summarizes some aspects of PA functioning that haveraiready been -

' d?scussedfin some ‘detail. The wavy line t0athe'rfght indicates that,the.iistrof

relevant variables continoes on, that the ones{1tsted are merely i]]uétrative of
what a comprenens1ve eva]uat1on m1ght encompass Theﬁcut -of f points for H/M/L

are, arb1trar/, but the preponderance of H1gh marks is- cons1stent w1th any

number of 1ru1cat1ons, a]ready d1scussed that the .PA component has been notab]y

successfu] im terms of both degree of 1mp1ementat1on achieved, and positive out-

o
: . . |
comies reported.

¢ ; . - . ’ RSN

e - -The_Conmunity.ansthe Schoo]'Systenv-

In study1ng 1mp1ementat?on of the REP the eva]uator shou]d also know a great

dea] about thelcommun1ty 1tsetf The type-and s1ze of commun1ty, its prob1ems and,

ethnzc compos1tion, and even the community's hlstory, can be very 1mportant cons1dera-

t1ons Ex1st1ng census oaza have been used to h1gh11ght certain econom1c and

social 1nd1catoﬁs gf the foun commun1t1es Mon1es a]]otted to educat1on, unemp]oy-
" Sy

ment rates, hous1ng cond1tzons, and 11v1ng cond1t1ons have been dlscussed as . they
' rerte to the notlons of . attendlng and respono1ng to -a child We have attempted

to present and d1scuss pre ex1st1ng econom1c condmglons that may affect program

-

de11very and 1mp1ementat1on. We/are certazn]y aware of the limitations of the |

data presented in th1s area. and the 1ack of deveTopwent it recelved in our d:scusswon.
7

®

. Some of the commun1ty character1st1cs reported,’ such as average rental cost, hou51ng :

l

un1ts lacklng p1umb1ng, and med1an value of homes, are not’ espec1ally usefui w1th-

out other 1nformat1on For examp]e, if we try to present a p1cture'of a glven

cmmnunlty, its geograph1c 1ocat1on would d1rect]y affect certain econom1c 1nd1cators,

sacn as. rent and property costs.
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" We have a]so showed the ethndc distribution-of'people in theffour communities,

: a]ong with other biographical and demograph1c character1st1¢s of the popu]at1on

f

These data are important in prov1d1ng a background for any study, espec1a11y one

‘conducted on a program as comprehens1ve and comp]ex as "Planned Variation. Moreover,

__these.data retlect the extent,of~the”program's generaiizabi1ity-—the abjf1ty oﬁ“

program deve]oped'in one'Community tofbe'imp1emented in another, possibly very

H

d1fferent type of commun1ty For examn]e, Commun1ty c' S program has been 1mp1emerted

‘1n a 1arge inner-city schoo] system “And although the popuTat1on in: the metropo]1tan

area is 79% white (Table 3.1), a]most a]] ‘the children in the PV program in

Commun1ty C are- ﬁaack
S1m1]ar]v, the popuiation of Cpmmun1ty £, a c1ty wwth an extreme]y high

unemo;oyment rate, 1s 80% white, whereas the PY program serves on]y 50% white

“children. These stat1st1cs, plus the statistics showing the similarity in

proport1ons of ethnic groups as to teachers and the ch11dren they serve (F1gure 3. 1),

'effect1veness of the REP and other programs of educat1on

are presented as examp]es of other 1mportant cons1derat1ons that can determine the

1.

These data demonstrate that the children being served by th1s program are
. |

quite different from the general popu]at1on.of ch11dren in the commun1ty" Further-

more, beeause of the addition of teach1ng assistants, the teachers, of the children

V1n the c]ascrooms in PV commun1t1es more closely nef]ect, at least in ethn1c1ty,

the -population of children in the PV classrooms. .

We have discussed the notion of'1anguage'differences and pointed to the Mexican- |
American ch11dren who speak Span1sh 1n Lhe .home as a separate group. we feel

© the Ianguage prob]em 1s just as much an 1ssue (if not a more 1mportant one, because

" of its relative 1nV1s1b111ty) for Black ch11dren as it is for Meizcan Amer1can

children. we feel that B]ack ch11dren and Mechan Amer1can ch11dren speak 1anguages

R e

-




, and ana1yze ddta- on 1anguage d1fferences 1n REP commun1t1es o r'{ f

: qu1te d1ss1m11ar from the one. typ1ca11y used by m]dd1e c]ass whxte teachers A]though l”T

[ @

we view this orob]em as cr1t1ca], we have not been ab1e systemat1ca]]y to co]lect

Furthernore we are very much ‘aware- of the fact - that because a. teacher has the
. AT
' same éthnic bachround as the ch1]d th1s s1m11ar1ty does not guarantee the teacher

'w11] haVe empathy w1th the child. For examp1e, 1t is known that a person tends to

PN

y \'t;»” '
take on ‘the attr1butes of the pos1t1on he- asp1res to This subt]e change 1s part1—‘

'«cu]ar1y not1ceab]e among those asp1r1ng t0 be teachers { -

To date, there is a notab1e scarc1ty of data that d1rect1y ref1ect on REP

ob3ect1ves for the commun1ty and the schoo] system we have deve]oped a thetret1—

' {'V

‘cal modeT. to eva?uate the 1nst1tut1ona11zat1on process (p 49 ). Some data on R

1n1t1a1 f1nd1ngs on REP ob3ect1ves point to pos1t1ve effects resu1t1ng from 1mp1emen_ v

RY

tat|on."

Faup




. : S _
¥ Tab1e 8 2 summar1zes some commun1ty var1ables,that we have dlscussed above,

" and a]so 1n Chapter 2,.previously. -The items actua]]y Tisted are some back-
“grounc factorc‘wh1ch prov1ded the context for the REP to function, and which

are therefore approprlate for eva]uat1ng the relat1ve success “of the 1mp1emen—
ﬂ tat1on effort Add1t1ona1 background factors, as we]] as commun1ty outcome

var1ab7es, m1qht be lncTuded in a more comprehens1ve t:ble (Hence the wavy Tine on

!

¢ the right). . . o S | IR o o
;‘ 4 . : 4 : y
B - | S - CTRBLE 8.2 -
. o _ o
Community Variables as:High/Low/Medium, by Community
v ! ,. ,
31 /4]
" COMMUNITY
: @
B
R
D H M H
E H L ' H

40-50% (nat1ona1 average is 45%)

[1] M =
- {21 M = 30-40% of children have, father -absent. LT ;
[3] M = 6-12 total score en. s1x‘4actors (p 57). A

40-60% cont1nu1ng teachers

e? [4]'_M_
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. The CTassroom Process

AR

The PA has been mentfoned as the pr1mary 1mp1ementat1on force both 1n the

d1str1ct at large and at the cTassroom TeveT At th1s TeveT aTso, the 1nst1tu-

i,

L t10na11zat1o process is.. very compTex To ga1n more 1nformat1on on the PA and .oh

e . ¢

other cTassroom 1nf1uences a spec1a1 1nstrument was des1gned to measure educat1ona1
forces‘that affect the feacher S1mp1e anaTys1s of data cQTTected from FoTTow
anough teachers in REP PV commun1t1es showed the Program Adesor was ranked the
nost 1mportant 1nf1uence on the teacher S behav1or | ’ 4
A more comprehens1ve force f1er anaTys1s was . des1qned and conducted to exam1ne
the reTat1ve pos1t1ons “and- d1rect1ons of 13 forces as they 1nf1ueﬁce a teacher s.
% .

"behav1or : Across aTT four REP PTanned Var1at1on commun1t1es (see figure 4 S)-the'

7 Program Adv1sors (#12) were cons1dered a strong pos1t1ve 1nfTuence on the teacher s:'

’behav1or;' The other aduTt 1n “the - c1assroom (#13) represented a second lmportant

positive force These resu]ts rewnforce the not1on that'the de11very system has

?' worked -- the PA: 1s contr1bUc1nd to the educat1ona1 c1assroom process 1n 1mportant
and pos1t1ve ways and the teachers and teachlng ass1stants view each other as
lmportant p051t1ve 1nf1uences Pr1nc1pa1s as a droup aTso contr1buted p051t1ve1y
and to a reTatwveTy h1gh extent ‘ lhe curr1cu1um prescrlbed by the dwstrfct and the:-
scnooT S phySTC61 fac1T1t1es were also shown ‘to be 1nf1uences in the po<1t1ve
d1rect1on | | o L

- Certawn forces remain relat1ve1y stable across commun1t1es, others. take.f

dffferent positions on the lorce f1er for exampTe teachers in commun1t1es C

and E felt fachitfes (#8) did represent an 1nf1uence but one. they Judged to be

!,’L nore negat1ve than p051t1ve - Further, the currwcuTum 1n Communfty B was not;,

perce1ved bv teachers, as it wasl1n other commun1t1es aq a p051t1ve 1nf]uenée

8

The data across commun1t1es are conswstent in percewved 1nf1uence of the centra]

b

off1ce admwnwstrat1on, ‘the testfng programs, and the statew1de mandates for

a1

cert1f1cat10n curr1culum .and gradxng ' In each conmmnwty. these*fovces are perceﬁved

KC




../,’

7

: . : I c R : . o

. _quvte negat1vely w1thout much reTat1ve 1nfTuence .The-Rrogram Director[s infTuence

var1es by commun1ty In commun1t1es ‘B, D and E the Program D1rector has Tow,

l

reTat1ve1y po-: 1t1ve 1nf1uence In communTty C however, the‘.nfTuence of the

Program D1rector is high pos1t1ve \\ V, L ' ?\

The forces 1nstrument y1ers a un1que set of 1mportant 1nformat1on More
\ \

work- needs to be done WTth these uata AnaTyses by school w1th1n\commun1ty and

PP B

for dtfferent roles us1ng d1fferent norang groupg are-be1ng expTored These

“ future anaTyses will-not only. contr1bute to understand1ng and assess1ng effects

\

of 1mpTementat1on but, more 1mpoutant1y, will p1npo1nt areas of concern for
,further program deveTopment A

One index that might be proposed in this context is swmpTy the degree to
L & . . (,v..

%)
wh1ch the two dﬁmens1ons correTate Thus 1f some forces are.seen as both

9

'1moortant and pos1t1ve wh1Te the ncgat1ve1y—va1uod Worces ase seen as correspondr
',1ng1y un1mportant we have wnat amounts to an essent1a11y opt1m1st1c vaTuat1on of

the s1tuatwon ' The reverse s1tua+1on. 1f 1t ever- occurred, would s1gna], at the
( -

-very Teast some deep d1saffect1on ar aT1enat1on on the part of . the rateT.

v ' i . N = ~

B




Tab]e 8 3 summarizes much of the data presented in. Chapter 4, including the -
'1ndeh JUSt proposed, and. 1abe1ed Force Field Pattern Actua]]y corre]at1ons
::for the force f1e1d pattern were h1gh]y p051t1ve for a]1 four: commun1t1es, and
| '.the Med1um;rat1ng.g1ven Commun1ty‘E is applicable on]y:in this context;-.

. . \’ . . - - . . R . .a . I- . '.,!,»E]

I

i

. © 7ABCE 8.3
| C1as§roon Process Variables as High/de/Mediom, by Community

- COMMUNITY / ;
: 6 |
¢ .Q" g
E. 5
TN | R N T
< [1] - Moo= 40-80% Imp]ementat1on reported _ - : [T
(2] "M = .60-80% Work- together “extremely-wall". PEported
[3] “M 7. 40-70% Volunteerparent cooperation in classroom; -
Jo[4] M= 60-80% Teachers-explain REP to-parents
(. .[8] - See text & table, pp. 97- 99 “for vaiuat1on
" [6] © See graph, p, 94
7]

~See. above for dwscuss1on pp 6“-71 for data




Parents

A s1ng1e parent with insufficient income and poor 11v1ng .and hea]th care
' fac111t1es cannot effect1ve1y attend:- to a child. S1m11ar1y a school system
cannot adequately respond to a child un]ess 1t is sensitive to ‘the culture and
\ ab111t1es of that child when he enters school. The concepts of - Ab111ty to
Attend (ATA) and bility to ‘espond (ATR) to ch11dren have here been suggested
as a rep]acoment for the rather u1despread not1on of "compensatory educat1on
“In th1s a]ternat1ve model, the educat1ona1 eva]uator s role changes from focus1ng '
on the ch11d .and how the schoo] system changes the child's behav1or to- focus1ng
| on the’ schoo] system and how educat1ona1 exper1ences are changed to respond more-
to the ch11d dnd to h1s’her parents 4
Parent part1c1pat1on in the actua1 teachlng/learnlng procass becomes a focus,
as does the anount of parent 1nvo]vement 1n the. dec1s1on-mak1ng process SRI.data
-~ show that all four REP PV /ommun1t1es had moreﬁparent part1c1pat1on and 1nvo]vement
than compar1son groups - of parents exam1ned 1h~these same conmun1t1es
Inc]ud‘ng parents 1n the c]asswoom prov1des a c]dser ]1nk betweéh the home
‘gnd the schoo] The fact that teach1ng ass1stants from the ch1]d s commun1ty
act1ve1y part1c1pate in the classroom process a]so contr1butes to a t1ghter
,home‘schoo] 11nkage Data have been presented to show the change 1n ethn1c
1d1spar1ty between the- teachlng staff and the ch1]dren when teach1ng ass1stants o
- are. 1nc]uded \\The re]atlonshlp of th1s 1mportant outcome of the PV program
" to the expev1ences a child undergoes must be exp]ored ‘ f”: |
" * For examp}e,‘zn,REP PV commun1t1es with- large proport1ons of non-wh1te
chx?dren, the 1nc]us1on of teaching assrstants con51derab]y reduces the d1spar1ty
| '_between the ethn1c dastr1button of the chw]dren and the ethnic d1scr1but1on of the
E teach1ng sfaff Th1s not1on is 1mporfant only as 1t relates to the ability of a’

teachwng staff to understand and nmpathlze w1th chlldren who represent different




Yo,
< 4

7% e T ‘

" 1ife styles andfcuthgésa‘chfidrenbﬁhq hayeAdif?erént learning patterns and ii.-
° T ’ ) ' . ST I a
strengths. By including in.khe school process people who closely represent the
ﬁopujatibn~of chderen'the schiool is servjng; the po%%ntialwfor awareneés of énd

78

~sensitivity to the-pdrticutar needs of the children is increased. Further, the

\ .

experiences a child is likely to receive in school can be made more compatible

~ with.his strengths.
| Téb]e'8;4‘summarize5-the Parent variables. The data in.the table are ° K

__skeéchy; bpt fhey represent some attempt to profileithe different,commdhitieq.

TABLE 8.4 -
Pa?ént Variab} S as Hiqh/ﬁedium/Low, by Community z

L comnTy /S

#

A




| 1_’:_5_9")d
The experiences a REP~chiId'receives.are particularly imporiant in evaluating
the worth of the REP program and uitimately in comparing it with other educbtioha]-
modu1s. The form of exper1ence (*Ot) is g valad crlterlon var|anie that is use-
fui in évaiUdL¥ng educauznn " Qperating fram thiS»pos1twon the evaluator

cuncentrates his efforts 50 as to gain valid indicators that will reflect these
ew;ergences Children in the REP nxperaence ] ]e*vnxng situation where two full- .
" time adults, one usually selected from th91r ovin nezghborhoad and reflettsn@

L thexr own etnn1c1ty, ccoperatlve1y contribute to the teachxng/]earnung pru*eas
Arsc Qe'fin&'thai parents are volunteer1ng in the REP Y classronm at a highes

rate than in: comparxscn ciasses, and that c1assrooms are more respons:ve as -

rq,lected in the classroom datg hese data on the process of educatlon
 £represent valrd outcome datd and weiqh heavu!y *n Judg1ng program success
5Such*ev1dence collected on the REP Planned variation. program is averwhelmzngiy -

N} A ) . . . P . .

' sqpport1ve. L

_ Support fcr the notion that pirogram 1mp]emenvat1on has in- fact taken p1ace
‘-at the c1assroom Ieve! has, been found 1n EOE: data collected in HS and FT classrooms
by Stanford Research Inst1tute.} Chtldren 1n ‘the REP PV programs have quite
dwfferent c]assroom exper1ences frow non-REP PV children. For examp?e. ch11dren
;;1n “responsxve" c]assrodms inltiate mpre 1nteraction w1th adu!ts than 0CCLrs 1n .
5non~REP classrooms,‘ Further, the increased chw]d interaccion in REP c1assrooms
( Jsuggests that these’ cthdren demonstrate more quést1on-ask1ng behav1or. The ..“
:'prov1s1ons for free exp?oration in classrooms and the quality of the materxals _
ava11ab1e to explore produce evadence that chi1dren 1n REP c]assrnoms to 3 !arée
'f“'extent, seek and gaxn information by themse1ves SRl did not find a similar
, sxtuatlon in cnmpar1son classes.r : ' | =
‘Even the adult. interaction that a ch11d in the REP.. etperiences is dmfférent
5;frbm that in non-RER ciasgrpons. “In REP"HS classrooms, of the adult-initiated

~
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J‘knowns to arrive at unknowns) The Learning Booth \s structured but respansiv

interaction, more (66%) occurs with individus! chiddren- than in comparison
classrooms (44%).
~in kindergarten and first-grade PV classrooms, independent classroom pracess

dats for REP and comparjson classes.velsb collected by SRI, corrobprate the HS

findings. Ten of 1he 28 classroom factors generated by the SRI ébservetion |

gcheduie werd Judged reflective of REP apjectives. Whea ron-REP cibsses were e
compared e PEP C3dSSTOGW3, 3 sxgn:f1cart dafference favoring, the Hesponsnve
classrooms exisaed on the&e factors. ..

REP classroom exper(eahes differ from those in non-REP classrooms in other

. ways. ‘In the REP there is-significantiy more sélfulee'ning by a chiid, [h the

REP there 15 sxgnif:cantly more "crtid~tbach1ng~anozher-cht d“ behaviOr in the
REP there is S}gnlf’Canﬁ]y more questwcn asktng by the chtld In the PEP édults

used. stgn1f1cant'y mare posxuzve” corrective 5tat£ﬂerts in interactlng W‘th

. ¢hildren and tnteracted significantly more with chl]dren ind1vxdually or in &ma!l '

ERT N

groups.

- Other evtdence of the form of exper)ence E child receives in the - REP classrooms

" is depicted by the Learning Booth procedures The Learning Booth-offers a vd@iety .

. of prob1em~solv§ng experiences to a cﬁfld These range from matching, 1dent tyinq,

»and naming letters to discovering ways to solVe prob]ems (such as elimrnatxn

K\ <

the child may choose to participate or not. The data show that the Learning Booths‘

-are operating effectlvely and that children are choos1ng to participate fn this

actxvity that offers well«plann°d géeduated sets of prob]en-so}ving and~skill-

Jbualding experiences., Hore éhildren in Communities f and 0 have progressed to the

~

Iater booth stages than in Communities B or E. 8ooth. Attendants’ turnqver and

equxpment destruction by fire have been cited as limiting booth 1mplementa, on \ «~¥

in one dmstrnct. Uata co1lected over a fﬁreee and four~year period (se_ :

e ]



: ‘ o : . . “, ,
Fhe&e d@ta are vakad crvterncy mwa&urugﬁ Pe?atnng them chi Bd test-. “@%ﬁ
data wau]d puse wntere5tﬁng regearch questions, but amswer@ afe unnecessar
"“vn the evalugtxan of pr@gram 1mplem@ntation and an detpnmunnng u{fxmatg ﬂrr'°%y

i‘morih» The uacts that parents are s@?unteeriﬂg in the REP ?V c%assraarwat >

: L :
'-éhhtgher rate *han in camparison cla 385, and. that ciﬂgsrw@nm offe¢~a ﬂ@&e rg;@@gn

“—\n— -

T ———

'smve set of éxperiences as xef?ewtea in the c!assraom data repre$ent va?rd utcom@ .

' data for Judgang gr@gram gucce55, Such evvdence cai!ecced on “the REP Puannx@

S
LR

'fVarnation pr@gram }s overwheimingiy aupp@rtive,;

ﬂata c@l?ected on cniidren digo dem@nftratc thet th@ chu?d” kﬂﬁwﬁed” bage-
'ﬁqfﬂhaﬁ increased and that the chf?d"“.in”SCMOQT experaenae$ are engayabie‘  ““@ﬂ'“ -
‘their responses on uhe SRIaadministewed Smiﬂang Face vngtrumenc, chaidr@w nﬂ REP
7fc1assromms @n Camnun%ty D seem t@ eﬂsay thelr teacher and &h@ﬂr ch@oi "wgentee

infdata co]]ecﬁed from *hat sama community show that atténdance for PEP chiiﬂren as

?fféighfﬁiééﬁtjyfhi@hé?ﬁhhan_for a campartson grQUp' Chﬁld dataxcoiiec&ed to essesg .-'f'.”

;anguage prﬁduéi*on'wasfcoliec*ed'in'Cammanvty E° The 5tudy shcwed that " -

sté§i$ §h _ _ ff»rences exﬁsﬁed etwé&n RcP chiidrEn and a comnarwson qrou" of

AT

chm?dren an# that botﬂ groups sc@red at the 82nd porcentile xusing natmona rQﬂm@) 1 *1  

,
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Gn al‘ the xnstruments fer which PV chtld data exast RE? chlldren pe»formed

. (‘
. extr@me}y weli Test scores on the FSA sncreaSQd markedlj over ame year, WE A

‘graup, the REP HS chw]dreﬂ wha prezeﬁted at 3 hzgh Beve} in t&mmun1ty L inerased |
an averag& e* 6 points and in Canﬁunaty ﬁ 1ncreased an average of 15 poant,b |
Slmglar!y, average goghm teat results on Lsmmunwny ﬂ HS ch11dren cnmpared Lo the
B5th percentwle of 2 nonmlng group Raven 5 matrfx data on second~grdde Fo

vchvldren alﬁo aresent strong ev1dence of achievemer% in ﬂommunft/ E, zn zhe
<'area Qf langaage productwen nG 51gn1f1cant difference Was beﬂd bevueen the

py cha1dren and the canparisoa graup on. the Boehm fﬁowever, bnth greups

-

performed equ:vaieﬂt te the ?%Lh percentn?e on natvoﬂa] norm% for the Bneh Jest of

T Basic Skmiis - ‘1 S .'v., - "“fu. [ fi .

'!
.
H

. Mechs]er I Q data aisa bupparf the notion ?f effectxv& 1ntellectua1 -
/

“’dQVeIOpwent A?though designed to measure the onstruct ef “natxve wnteilqnence.

aechs1er I,uo scares 1ncreased 1n 611 cammunit‘es for whsch dafa were avaw abie

4
Py

In’ most cases test scores rose over one- andktwo~year timﬁ periods Frcm bulow .

”"5{“the nationai average to abave it Indivﬂdual test scores were piatted for e;ght ;

"f’same 1evel ﬁr increased above ﬁhé nationqi average

";};‘ment test detaav Mbst of these daﬁa refiect shor term effects and in vers

4"1ﬂ.h.”narrow“ araas,‘

,-.

= -l7ch31dreﬁ over a three»year period The f;pctuatwon of these scores was ca,siderab}e.ii

ﬂyet REP scores over the threeayear ttme ‘period either'ranained at re?ativeeylthe

-~

/It is essential ta reiterate that evea though the data are/favorqbie we Qa”)

f_f*nat base subs,antia] ciaims For the REP on IQ scores and ﬁéandardized achreve».u‘

:,urther, the 1nstruments and standardized procedures are

: -?,“unfair“ to a iarge portien cf the chi]dren in the program,, For chiid perforw. R

1;;[ﬁ;?mance to be used as a va!id criterion, it‘must ref1ect variabies sueh 33

'f"gifat;itudes and prob]em so]ving abi]ities, and over an extended period of time,.'hi

_ﬁas much as to 5 yearﬁ.,‘;ﬁf\‘_';qq;jffv, -




. “Table 6.5 summartges uhe cn11d Qut‘&Pe var1ables presevted in detazt

' earlxer. Ing aVallab1e data are agaln not comprenens1ve n& Far a5 *hey o,

hcwever, we do have strong1y suggestive ev1denre for-a h}gh level 0511Wp?ﬁ en-

»

‘tation and program success,

Al
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lnp]ementa ‘on Rat1ngs/Spwn o!f

Laborato:/ ratings on the Six Fac»or; were presented as tools for monituring
REP 1mp1emantat1on (p: 52 . They can a]so be uség as Iong1tud1nal evaluative
‘data. In the spring of 1971, when fhese ratlgg; vere compiled, Commun1ty E
showed the hiqnest 1mpiemnntat1on and’ Caummalty C the.ldwest. Administrativ:
support, 2 critical variable for the'program 5 success and for the degree of

parent-conmunity involvamént? was rated “low" in Communities B and 0. Howev&r,

contradictcf& evidence f?om'teachers shoved ucmmunxiwes g and D with tbe hzgﬁest

perrentaqe of aarent volunteers {Tatle 4. 5) (;,,,—f*”’”(

e

The adecuacy of physxca}_fac1§i;;a&faﬁﬁ\th§:§ualj§z}of child services {two
factors cutsive the Laboratory's control) were both raied hig% only in Communityxﬁ.
bf all fourAgommun%ties; Lommunity D, the reader will recall, had-the highest
percentage {6%.5%) of local government fundé expended di}eﬁt!y onieducation.

This re}ationﬁh{p betﬁeeﬁvprogram imnlemﬁntation ratings and community budge:r
expandxuu:es ig foered pTOVIS10ﬂB]11, in view of the s?etch:ners of ‘the data. f
chevera these types of relataan,h1ps mus’ be eramlned in closer detail to answcn
guestions. reiated to the e/tent auai}tj, and affects of program implementation.
Program spread effejt: are also 1m§ortaﬂn cens ideratiﬂns “The fuci that thg REP
was “spun eff* int /Hbdel Citiéf praurams;in Communities B and £ and into Tézlc i
c{a Srogs in Commyntty 0, and becams part of a state~-wide 1nforma£1on pdCfﬂfﬁ in
Caﬁmanxty.E can be ciied as evidence of program effects and program anstaLb!4onai1~
zaticn,

When the REP does betome visible with%n a schonl system, oiher situétians
orcur that begln as “prob)eﬁc " Hon-PVY classrooms are differgﬁ§j§§gglpy.cheir
Back of rh1¥d~diraated resources. Hon-PY teachers, degirfng to ﬁ?fer quality
wducetﬁon ?ee‘gﬁe value of instructional assistance in tue alassroon qiwtﬂu in-

service: workshops and the support providad by Program A@v;scrs.i 5Q§Lia3lj this

results in Jeglousy-and aven hostility within the school, Eventua!ij, hﬁ«ﬁver1

LT T

Kl




COMMORITY

this hostility resolves 1tse!f ‘and tne outcome is improved educatjonal oppc:tdn-

Cities for noi-Py cht]dren as well. Non-PV teachers are invited to Program -

Advisor conducted workshops. Materials are shared between PV and Non-PY classrooms.

Learning Booin experiences are. offered non—PV children and more,important afforts

™

are made o 1ncrpase the educat10na1 erperiences of all children in the d1er1ct
Table 8.6 presents a summary of data on 1mplementat1on spin-off and spread
effects, from Cnapter 3. In every 1nstance there has been 1nf1uence on-other

segments of the school system and the community.

TABLE 8.

.
6 .
Specific Evidence of Spin-off Effects, by Communitiy

Y
o

[

[sa T wt




OVERVIEW |
, At this point we might 1oglca}1y con%;nué°by further abstract1ng and
summarizing the data presented in the forgawkgg tables, perhaps preSGntang .
one global table with 4 single overall rating for each area. But such a . !
scifeme wouid not be practical for several reasons.
- The complexities already blurred in each summary by area would be,
completely masked in.the?additiona1 level of abstraction..,UQ to,noQ
ve have been ab?é to réfer a particular “"grade" to épac@fiﬁ érite?ia
and/or specific.data presented in the text: 2 globhl ﬁating would \
;ecessari1y'invoke an overly long chaiﬁ of reference and Judgment,
- The criteria for arriving at a particular itém can be constructed in
different'ways, that wou}d make aig1oba1 summary toc arbitrary. Thus
in our evaluation of the Learning Booth {tem, we chdﬁgﬂta report or o
‘“gr%de" it as an outcome variable, and'thds it wias ma§ked fufgh“ for all
communities. Jf we had yviewed it as qh implementation variable,
Community € would have b&ﬂn assessed as "Low" for tﬁe reason that in one
yéogram yeer the factiities were destroyed by fire.
= Th& ratings are relative to the comnunities studied and may not apply to
R ] rqﬁres&ntative sample nai1anwide For cxample, data collected by SRI
/?” | show parent parigéipatiaﬁwgﬁ all fﬂur PV cnmmunitles Lo be higher than ﬁn
_ non-PY camiparison aamylcs byt our ratinjs viere an A relativa basis
within this contexi, and. thus such more gonsarvativ;.,thh on]y Community €

receiving a "High."




, ~.The variables are.heightgd dif%;rentTy in terms of importance to REP.
A "High" mark on'Heéhsler scores. is nice, but mdre important. is a
“High mark on; say, a classrbom pracesé variable.
' ‘These cons1deral1ons militate aga1nst the use of a global -uqmmry
s They a]so empha51ze our sense of caution W]th respech Lo the separaie sunmmr1es
. a1ready presented - But these latter were, we feel, still Just1f:ed beuause.
}) We were ab1e to make d1rect refer&nca to the data and to-ausl1fj our "
assessments with bpec1f1c criterion statements, and 2) we wished to chart
a direction for -utilizing ihe éssent%a}]y "raw" ﬁvaiuat1pn presented 1n'ear¥ier'%

chapters,

Yet the major fmport of these data is not in»tar%& of hcw'suqcesqfu1
e may or may not have been in fitting them into a manageableﬁ&vaiuation
pattern or fra@ewnrk. The dama are u]timutely “good" . or “b@d” depending
on their use, ’ﬁntii‘ﬁhéy:baLQMﬁ pawt Qf 3 dea1sionwmahing procass thaj exist.
as Just “antcrestwng findingav“ To be uae?ul, tn be m&anwngfui. they must |
beroma E 1unctioning part of a decasiun-makinq systen that relstes dxrﬁcfly
tn the educabionai axparipncas provided fo children. -

From Lime to. iime we have remarked on special limitatiﬁn& of the daia,'
and lamented theirﬂiar& of cumprﬂnunsiveﬁes in terms 0i%§cnpe and depth,
By the 53Mme ecfen, we have deciur&d the uniqﬂane@ﬁ of our approach to @vahuatﬁang
and showed that it represan&s a much-peeded advance with raspect to &xact!;

thg§a goals uf depth and scope. With due cangideratﬁoﬂ for all 3imi&ations,

aeneral andlﬁpecific, the,ﬂata do strongly supgunt,&hese salient conclusions:




\ ! ’ 1. . . _ .
. . : i
- The Planned Yariation Program has been successful ir changing the ethnic

djsparfty‘between the adult teachers in a classroom-and the children they

feach. !

- The Program Advisor, approach is effective in deliverlng the REP to coummnitles
-' 'Thera are, howeVer, areas ‘where this de11very system can be 1mproved The;e |
areay relate to the Lra1ning affared PAS'to‘pvactzce various methods of iﬁpart~
ing kﬁav]edge and ski%ls to teachers during in- service workshOps
" f The REP c]assroom prccesges directly reflectad in ‘the experiences children
creceive have been imp]eménted in the c1$ssrocm" e | -
< The REP nas had positﬁva.spinmaff;effeﬁts in each of the comunities discussed"j
fn this report. | A |
- Parents perceive themselves as competent in making educational decisions,
but their %nput in‘thpae decisionslﬁarias by Cmmﬁunity
The PA and the teaching asswstant afe perneived as 1mp9rtant influences. on a
teacker’s behavior. ln al] conmmnlties this inf]uence is 8 pogftive ane.
0f equal impdrtancé in this report are the 1mp1ications and dirvections for defining
future é@aﬂuétion: | “
- The impiications for evaluation models arising from the Ability to Rttenc (ATA)
. and Abiliiy to Respond (ATR) cénsépts are important anc shouid retéiy@ major
attenti@n in future r@ﬁeﬁrch and evaluation studies.
- The gflmerion issues rafsed and dtvcctim 5 fmplied by concentration on the fﬂrm
of ;xperienaa‘(Fﬁﬁ) fpr!&»ﬁ“ iding a c1uster of criterion vacga%les are v311d
and wist be éxpﬁoredn ) | |
- The nensd for more comprehensive ccmm&nﬁty case studies using 2 veriety of

data celiected from various sources is clear. Three commmity case studies

reflecting (hid effort are available from the Laboratory. -

16




It is 1mportantto examwne the 1nstltut1ona1xzation process and tc deternnne

|

Aleve1s oF 1mp1ementat1on for var1ous program components |
-‘,‘ Further efforts tu-develop 1nstruments to measure 1mp1ementatton are needed
” Lin1tia¥ wfforts, as reperted 1n this paper, to document such aveas as the f
| :1nf1uenzns on teachers how parents are percexved in a commun1ty. and ra;tcrs -
:that re1~te to imp1ementat1on hava proved prodaccxve 'A )
- :EJOther ansas not addressed wn thws paper must a]so be exp]cred 1t s not on1y
-lmportane to look at the 1ongztud1na1 deve1opment of children durﬁng their |
fmve years in a HS/FT PV Prcgram, but, even more“so, to fo!1ow tbe chwud 0 as ~1}
.".to examwne development in. future e]ementa:y and secéndary grades.

. : Parent 1wpact on_ the educatnonal cnmmun:ty must also be examined in qreater

- . , . . e

‘. Lfforts «3hmﬂd be m’adetode-temme if pa‘mn“tf a‘re‘ im}m ved‘d{mﬂy in the © y
teeuhlnq:1earn1ng classroam process aﬁd 1f decfs10ns garente ﬁmke n ?ﬁﬁ B

J .

\meetnngs are refiected fn educatuonal pregram changes ;yg
'.frwl -]Other studxes on hew varlous educatwonal personne& such s Prcgram Advvsors, ‘S, e-”
) 3pr1nc1pals, parent coordtnater% etc , spend their tlnm and pevtorm thear :T ’

'v_,re§90n51b11ities wn!i refiect Lhe pvlorities a conmmnwty sets for the g "e,few_fv;ﬂ

¥,

RS . ‘a

L 3
SR

fﬂ¥educat10na1 system,; : - A ‘ |
, In conc1usion, the da;evqp.nfggrgm{effects cantained in: this study are eXtremely
o pc;i*iye bg in gne sense.ﬁunimp@rtant The writers intended to sét a tone: for ‘ L
identificatieﬁ of evaluation a:eas and to generate 1ee end methqu for evaluatiag fff
complex mu1t1~dimensional curricuaam studwes. cﬁnsiderabie work will be neces=ary |
'::T te extend and clarify such ccncepts as the ab*lity to attend, the abiiity to respond
and Lhe form of experiepce. H@wever Lhe REP 15 committed to these d?rectaepS“Eﬁd |

wmt?*pursue the? in an effort tu expiain the relatﬁonshaps between Ehe environment

and the learner - oe tﬁ discover what expeﬁxences contrubute to increasnng a
e ‘ : . A . _ L _
child s Eife chances,

.
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o with the phﬂosophy of the program 1tse1f

CHAPTER 9 o

© SUMMARY AND PERSPECTIVE -

: Our s;rpose stated at the outset was to evaluete the 1mplem65:;;1on >g'-'

effore for REP and to out11ne 3 framework for such an evaluatton, consastent

TR

we have presented a variety of 1ntensive efforts in pursuat of both

" -:these ma;or goals. But the main value of ‘the report 1ies in. the cherting
. of new direet%ons for- future evaluation prosects The eompiexity of the

. ~‘_probiems 1nvo]ved, and the re1ative paucity of resources aven]ab]e in this

- pa:ticu?ar eontext prec]uded a dete:?ed or comprehensive assessment of.

progrem suceess.. The fact that no defxnitive statements are offered on thas

‘._“seore is not to suggest that SuCh a goe1 %s not worthwhile: quﬁte she

:contrary iS 3ntended But the prior formulation of an assessment framework

: as welI as the preiiminary assessment offered here.are necessary first steps

_‘ftoward such a comprehensive effOrt

'.this report is that it was successful, But this is not an either/or question,'f o

-~

with regard to the 1mp1enentation process itself, the genera] sense of

nor one tha: can‘be answered in terms of how much alone. !t was necessery to.

"f;;iiook at particuiar implementefion features 1n particu]ar communities, Our

J-enalyses heve been f0cused on imp]icetions For future impIementation efforts '

""-rether than statements about reletive successvv'

Hith regard to the framework for assessment, we. have oueﬂined p mode]

':'that is consistent bo\h with the underiying phi?osophy of REP end with ﬁhe -

:preliminery charecter of this project,v In addition. we have‘described sseera];,‘

' -'eveiuation instruments of our_own devxsing to satisfy the need for 2 broader &f ::

' oese of evaiuationa_ These have proved very usefoﬂ in this context° ST I{"

Thi“ BSSQSSWE“t effcrﬁ cannot be,considered as a work to itself Bt

'"fmust oe viewed in reiatﬂon to the ongoing work of the Laboratory and es a

' \.".preliminany to improved efforts using the new modeT outlined nerr ‘
| re:fo;;, 357 ‘ '
oo

sy
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APPESD? A

DATA SOURCES

The chart on the f@lﬁ@Wing page aummerﬁﬁeg the type nf data c@?iected

soyrce of the m&asurement fnstrument uti?ﬂzeg, year ga&hered aﬁﬁ L&ﬂﬂ@ﬁﬂﬁv

frum wzicﬂ data wera- cbta%ned

infarmati@r gathered by twc maj@r saurcesg the Far hest Laberat@ry anﬁ the -

Si&nf@rd Researcn En%tﬁhutan

. The d@ta qummari;ad in the rep@rt rapr&@ent‘?bn

¥
ﬂ&ta were 4'50 r@trieva@ fr@m census r&u@rtﬁe

l

it S%Qu@ﬁ S noted that severs | @f the weasures used in ih& daza ﬁ@ilecti@n

arg fammarcia§§y avaiiable standerdﬁ;é; ins%ruments whmse relaabﬁlity amd

vai;dﬂ@y are ava*?ab%e 1% pud

1ished manaa?s,

The maj@r gy @f the remawnina.

Wstrmn s were de“‘used as exneﬁmmtef éevi ces, f@r eva‘i‘uaﬁng *Jam@ua

asg@cﬁs of sead $tart anﬂ Foﬁ%ch ahrnugh pr@gramso Aithoaah the r@iiaba?fty

ond

. and vaiidwtj data @@ th@se m@asures is still ander study, %ha gnscwmﬁenkg

provide 1Wportane ﬁﬂfovma«i@n on pr@gram %mp?ementatﬁenu

R
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PLANNED VARIATION DATA CnART

"T°  Information . Source Collected Date  |HS/FT Data bn
: By Community:
| B¢ D &

Institutionalizativ1  |Far west Lab. | PL ~ |1970 FT | Yes Yes tYes  Yes
Interview QUestlommre {FWL) develop- B g R
[mplenentat on Factors |Stanford Re- | SRI-AL [1971-72 | s Yes Yoo Yes Yes .
Rating -~ . search Insti- ' o S

loped ' : Lo~ .

 ~ v ‘ - ’ . - t . ‘
District Population . |Bureau of the | fAuL 1191 District| Yes ‘es Yes Yes ‘

- ALharacteristics and Census , o / ’ ————
- . Ecomomic Indicators - . y

- Program Advisdr Use of FWL -— . EHL/ 19M-eee [-iT - | Yes H* “Yes No . ‘V;
Time Chart - T == |venere- ks : _

s

CIassroom Ooservaticn Stanford Re- | SRI  [1971-72 -FT | Yes No No
Instfument . . | search Insti- | - S . _

- - CL o T | tute, (SRL). o : T _—

oL | developed SN ..

reacherneacmng Assis- |FWL A hew-n | et Ves Ves: Yes
- tant Questionnaire . o, N P s -t

Survey A ‘ y . . _ .

' Purdue Teacher Opinio- | Commerciatly - | mo - d19n-iz | FY Yes' No  .No
ndire. | R available = | : ) 1, -
,Educatioiaal Foi'ces ln- I . L' . |wn-r2 j‘,,FT{. ‘Yes Yes ' Ves

. ventory : - . e . o . ,'/ ' ~\_\ \

Classroom Rating Fom ~ |PA - AL fen fus | ves Yes Yes
Child demograghic Form- (AL . | PR  ern | wserr Yes Yes " Yes

Wechsler Intell1gence 'Cmrci.ﬂy | 11969-70-.1 FT Yes Yes' Yey Ye
Scale for Children WISC) avaﬂable 5 R ) DR B L

-, . Mechsler Preschoo) & Pri- N | : R R | :
" mary Scale-of lntelli- B N T S
CogemeGse) . T S T

Raven's. Progressive | Comrcim,y WL |1970-7<--Ks - No . No. . Ves
- Acb?‘gm Hatrices. Sets A.7 avaflable.. - 2 19N-72--{-FT, | No " Mo No
» Ay - G BT N | _ :

- Sy s mscnool ln» Comercuﬁy P [1970-77 4 He = Ro
EMCN' g -\‘ - *v.“ab]e . "‘\3'.‘? . ; : . Ll >




Toe

, | -
PLASIL GBALIN BATA AR ORT) “ |
/// ° T
L , | B " | vata on T
tatigreat ton Spurce  ICollected| Date HS/FT - - W“{'ztﬁ 0 B
.‘ . 8y . L | A ..“ B " /
Boehns Test @f Rasse | Commercially | FWL 1970-71  [HS No - Mo Yes o
CComcepts - - " tavailable - B " —
C D f;wy'l@na@:uiége FaciVity | Commercially | Pl d1971-72 S _fHy  No Ko Yes &
- Test . I favailable - R O L .
~Learning Booth Perfeem- | FWL - FHL 1969-72  [FT Yes Yes. Yes Yes
- ance @emrd Form . o : o . -
Parent lnterview  °  |SHI sRt -/ fwem-rz - |fT Yes  Tfes. Yes Yes
. Paﬁnt Lontent Ques’ation;' ' i 0 a....uf e, e
Hafre ' FiL FWL ~11971-72 - IFT Yes .-Yes Yes- Yes
P -3 . . i |




: THIS PAGE IS USED FOR SPACING ~ . "+

. ,
. ’ * id
N
.« 4 B . .
i J - - .
.. N - i b
1 R . »
1 : \
re .
cd . }
~ ) ’ , s R .
. ” . . . .
. B
. N ) | .
. v g ’
B . v
, .
» « 3 " - ’
%
. . .
.
. o




, |
. APPINDIE 3.,
TABLE BLY .. .

Teamer and Teaching Assistant Rdsponses to Norking Toaditions
sestion:  How do you fee! cbout workmg conditions fﬁ yaur, ¢1assroom?

= e

v e - AT Y. AT BT T L T T HTT AT S| T L ST T SR SR T A T

SATISF LD FEEL'GY MSIATY 1
R 7 T
Teorhnet Re5istant

, REYIER ng
Lopunity Teacher Agsistant Teacray

»

. ' B B .
Exgut pment g 19 ) &
' E 30
5

4

o - 2o
1
i

% . e
XY .’ & . /’f’—
.
- R S T S werrmercdanesoressscawasir,

- fﬁ

MG oo

1%

1

9 1.
3’7 .

&
e PR
<,

. B 9 13 5 . : 6 19
L lansrion ¢ 13 1 8 £ 2 H

Space., v 12 12 % ) E 0 %
3 9 9 -z Y S
41 & 1% 13 V3

. 8 . 14 18 .6 5 I -2
Class S » LR (I ~ 16 . 6 & ! 0
Schedyle |, D s M2 2. 4 0
R A . V4 i2 3 | AR ' o
' .55 - & 17 . T4 7 ]
- 4 1 . 4, . e .
el B o "6 J 79 g
Salary ¢ 7 12 ] 5 2 8
L 0 : 6. 4 5 - 1 4 7
E 13 8 0 ) ] ]
e _ o 57 - 3N 0 7€ 7 i
Ny . * .

e 8 y - 13 6 - 4 6 &
‘2 aini ng [ 43 % 5¢- 3. 5 1
Time ~o_ D 4 2 a 2 1 1
. o 1 2 3 2 5 5 .2

] ' k] {5 18 [ 23 g "

A,

; e - ~

s 32_565&?;2) .62 (’6!"’) 27-{217) . 323 (13%) 27(78“’)
89 (657} 76 (75% ' 2555; - 24 20? {91}1‘“ - B{3H)

61'&58’3’) L (774@ 18 (2G% 12%). 1 (12")

67%) . - 64 {763) 17 (197} 13(15 ) 13 (14, B 16 L5 '

" 306 {70%) 97 (227) 73f20%) 54 (12 ) s

“romrandty
Iotal

Lai v N XV

Grand Totdl - - ' |
(AY1 Communities) . .. 293 {673}

st T b 2o L s

. . - 7 DR ) en o s . -
g M ‘- s : Lo = .
- . - H ‘ - N N ' :
;
.
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Teatrer and Tea;ct*er Assistant Responses m ﬁa 500

' - Teathing Methods
) Duestion:
' zethods] ir. your classroom.

Mdimte the estent Lo which you usé Tthese

£

. t
e S e o e S LA AT BT T e Sw T I T s P

K1GH "’

oy
Teachin ng
Assistqn&

) MEDT UM
——— “Yeaching
"Assistant

. , 1
w2 5
| _ :ﬂ

ot Ty Teagher :?eecher

-
o
Cl
-
) -

T
e S F IS -
LS A I 2
. —
N -
]
a1 'S
-
-yt

L {
Teridgravion

| 5 | '
W% ﬁmww”

Dingnpnry
Loarning |

[ <3

Y

3
5
oy | e
§
{
—t
<
o
W
4
{
5
—
™~

e s 13 - 13
Lronianeous ’ |
Actjvities

PR ~Ra .}

.‘ .
oo
A
! g
{BwDd
A

]
1
S ! e o Y . SRR R R g

A TR 22t ATy o O A T RTTRUP 7 LA R

» K
5
R R A N

e et e s T G e e

2% ﬂ #

"w!ﬁl’j

, d
eacner aa\aatant

—

4

f Bl 3 s g ", WRED v pay WP

¥
1]

D Bloieooa

moom
-
Jnéiano.oﬂ
1\
4
3
e
4

Yorkshop

-
o

-

g 6
13 8
8 5
3 . B .
o B . ; e B
T B 6 _ . 16, Z ' 3,
welf. ¢ S 9 i 2 5 n 7 A
Rewgrding B " 10 /4 5 0 1~
8 .8 £ ‘/"6. , 5 I 2
T oo $o/® ~N,o0% 3 B
: g9 15 A N [ 0 4
Learning. ¢. I8 & . s & R 0 A
Centers ) 12 4 -4 2 -2 1 o -
P T SRR | | L ') i -
o : L Eh R - 22 22 ~ 7
| T 8-+ g 8 n . 14 . 3
fre N g 00 10 - 6 0 . 2
nvag D T3 Loon o 1 8. 1 T
E 12 1 4 2 0 S S
. r o a.-?. i i, * Tﬁ 26 26 ? "i . 4
o B 12 1 , 10 2 L2 )
~ LAnquace £’ Lk} B 8 8 2 i :
- Experience “D 6 9 7 b 2 i
, £ 9 1 =5 8- 8
7 B 31, I - 79 [ 5
' T 13 ’ 1 KT S
Math . 4 01} .
5
2
35

B - | ‘
2
.

Ccmuni ty

Tota) 102 {53

. 85 ,{42 ’
39 (29
53 {38}

219 {42)

70 {a6)- |
89 (63) "
pA (£d) -

331 (s1)

R
es wz

w‘ﬁ
U

33

MDD

2 Grand Tota]
- (ATY Comwn ties)

: ' o ’r
§49) 19 410) 251}
42 ”85

w(m?
21 (40)

o
9; - 518§]2 I




© TABLE 8.3

B I

T R e Ol T

'Cngﬁh{{; Wechsler Scale

2 ampara

kindergarten
(Fall 68}

Kiﬁdarqarten

(5p. 59}

X sp D St
JTR— s A",,,..,‘.,. e o e

T mRee e emt st e R s

B 'VOcabuiary.

(N; n ) ' . ‘ .

Similarities

1 Pi;ture
gomni«tion

~_ Block

7 Desion

Total

o Yncabulary
INz4) oL
' Similarities
"Picturé .
Completion

" Block .
Jesien.

 Total

A T T s L€ 2 gy

7.2 2.32
2.41

2.81

807
9.0.5

788
6.7¢

Ty
36.5

g9 725

~_ 55 2.2
»

9.9 2.0

CITET2el

19.1 7.63

o ey a e epene e

L Longitudinal Wechsler Scores, Kindergarten
~ . " Fall 68 to First Grade Sprnnq 1970,

Corirst Grade

{Fall £3)

¥ D

57,07
9.772.37
6.7 310

1.63
3.96

12.4
41,3

1.0 1.83
]1-5 | '2-89
' chﬂ‘legz

7. 5"“z.aé

o 38.5 3.79

7.6 2.75
9.3 3.59
9.5 .1.73

+

.-
. o
\'\,___f
-

8.0 1.41

38,4 5.07

11 5 1,29

113 3

';'/ - 8.8

R

f,#'“-—. )

1.0

44.6 .1.29

1.50
0.96

.41 .

e R o

 marm e st R T e e o

First Grade
{5p. 70} 7

1.4 ?.58
4¢.8 4 36

(ORISR SN U O———

11.8 0.96
12.3 0.96

"ao 30 51“ .

908,3157] | .

A

o e YT

LY
N




TABLE ©.4

o

| . | - /-
Longitudinal Wechsler Scores, Kindergarten

Falk 69 to First Grade Spring 1971

_Cocmnit;y  Vuechsler Scale K}iﬁdergarten . Yiodergarien Tirst Grade
o - fall 69) o {4p; I0) {Hp. T3

{ P pree

X s . s SR

A T RN e T RS RS £ T4 T R AT S e oy = e s emin g e we = s L e s en epa e e s g e

r ¥ocabulary e.6 1.7 8.6 2.1 948 10
.  <igilarities . 9.1 2.2 M 3.0 9.0 3.0,

| Picture f v, 2.6 T77% TS ISR | % A )
“ - Completion S

LI

Riock : ' . ,
N . Nesion > , 9.7 2.3 6.7 2.2 gy 2.4

A Tgiéi"‘ | 6.4 5.7 cana 65 0 4ba 7.8

-~

P . ¥acabulary 7.4 2.2 . B 1.6 Mo 2.2
. SimiTarities ' S 102 2.6 - 1H.e 1.7 - 136 37
, - Ficture . 93 24 10.2 1.9 CIp9 2.6
B .. Tovpletion , ] ' s - o

D . ) . . P

Block L , - e e
. . Desion . 105 3.0 11.5.2:6 oMz 30

\) Sty Tetal o e UIA 15 T 4.6 4.6 46.9 45 .
* Vocabwlary” 9. 3.5 . ‘88 2.8 7 7.6 45
timilarities 103 37 .. 1,0 2.9. 0.8 3.0

pictite - . 9.8 2.5 - n.7 3.2 9.8 2.7¢
ﬁpwpigt%m 3 ‘ . __\ , :

|}

" Block L L e S
TDesign - 103 28 N4.27. 0 .8 33

o Total o . L7400 10,0 3. B8 400 90

I

] b " " . C . . . . . .
. - . » - ) . . , . . . ’ o
o . B - B oo




- o TABLE 8.5

Longitudigal Yechsler Srores, First Grade
fall 69 to Second Grade Sprfng 71

. Community i schsler Scale First Grade '  First Grade Second Grade

TN

- B
- (n:18)

Yscabulary

. Simflarities

Picture
Completion

Fiock
design

Total

x‘i.

sn -

P

X

(Fal169) (5p. 70) ’ {Sp.. 1)
- D |

X SD

9.2
‘9;7
. 9.8

12.0

an.6

2.2

2.6 .

2.9

1.9
6.2

n.6

n. 9
41 0

8.7.
8.8

2.3

2.9

A

2.5
6.2f

B.4 2.6
9.3 2.3
1.6 2.9

2.2 2.5
£1.5. 6.7

VYocabulary -

Sim{larities

Picture - _ -~

' Completion

Block
Design.

'Tthi;;

11.0

I1"2,3

9.5

10.5

233

1.4 -
2.4
2.6% .

BT

0.0
12,0

10.0

4545

12,5

1.4
1.4

3.6

2.0

3.0 .

1.0, 2.2
9»3 C‘ l..o

—

34

10.5 2.4
42,3 1.3

—‘-;155 . ]n3

AN DL A AW, R L e

Yocabulary

Simitlarities

Picture

_ Completion o

" Block

 Total

Desion

8.8
9.8

104

3

27
I"“R-‘Z;’O"i‘ "- -
1.8 "7

. 5 a 8 V

8.8

11.0
10.0

12.n.

4.8

"Lg :
208 '

3.0

1.9

6.5 -

3

.10,7"' 2.5
125 3.7
e 2.9
A

e 2.3

42.3 8.9

P

“

"-v.' "

177
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" APPENDIX © -

 LEARNING B0OTH Acnv1n;§
fhe'gniire sequence of the Learﬁing Booth aciivities is divided into
five phases. A hrief description of the activities of each phase is as fo! bows
Pﬁase P - Free Exploratiun -~ the rhald plays with the typewriter an
B the at tendant explsins to him that he is doing. When the §;éig
B B strikes latters or numrals?the attendant ‘names, thes.
. Phase 11 - - Search and Match
Step ] - the.- child matches letters on the Lypewrixer keybhoard
' with letters of 2 magnetic chart which is also in thw .
. form of a typewriter keyboard;
Step 2 - tre child matches keyboard ]etters and numerals
Phase Iij': - Discrindnatiun - | -
” Step 1 ="the attendant names ope Ietter of a card which is pr\nted
with tuo or more letters, the child decides which letter

- | wtype. | , j R )
SRR scep 2 - the chi]d learns to match capita% and small. forms of .
o o letters; T R

Step 3 - the child discovers now to type capita] and sma]l
forms of !etters, - . ] .
| Step 4 - the chi 1d sees a sma]l letter but types the corre onding'"' -
.o _.-“ ==) capital Iettqupn the typewriter. | //;D | Py
' Phase 1¥ - .yping Original Words _ ' o ' | ' L
| Step 1 - the chiId types his ownzw~rds, . i ﬁ.g;‘ o .-'.‘ f’;;'z

. Step 2 - the child types hié gan Stoths

I1C ,_v_u 179
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Phase ¥V - Classroom Related Actiwities

5%

Step 1 - presented with ¢ card which bas several words ang 4
o . , picture (Jurrell-Yuephy card}, the philg types 1oe

word that bhest d@scribegrzhe piciure;

, . Step 2 - the i dd Lypos a sotle 1o a frisad;
) Step 2 - the oheld t}geg e word 1Al 5 00y cred on @ phofo- il
Y a ' '
-, - - " p '
! _ o gram card, for xample; for the following shonogean
card, ’

. - :

o s A i

H 3 1

: hap i"a&n tap i -

. _ i

‘ 1 =

“,' v\: . . E

; W rug tiig E

s | - _ van ) tan §

- the child should type the word "man"; . S
Step 4 - the child types words of sentonces from a.book. "
H '
L
! .




ROTES O LEA @f‘ﬁ?oﬁ BOOTH IMPLEMENTATION N ¥HE FouR FLARKED

('—‘)

WARLE 10N CQ%MEMHE& MADE 53*,*.‘ THE L@Eﬁ?iﬁﬁm‘ LEARGRING 8007y TRAINER

Cormunity 8
The Learning Sgolh prooram 3y fai vly f@ﬂﬁ {5 Campanit by B The
Frogram ~dvisors are kﬂ@ui@dgﬁéhﬁ@_aﬁ L the booul ﬁﬁd ¥ery supnoriive

of ne nrom-aem,

L)
£

The booth sliendants and leecher assislants work haéf;iém'
gach job  This arcangement »ovks awéjeésiiy $§ﬁc& Ehetee gre Lwo kindes-
_@awlﬁn swsaicns,»w@rﬂing and aftgrn@énansﬁ'that b g@rgen'might WO
] as a heath atiendant En thé BOrRing aﬁd’a§'a teaching assistant io
%&E'ﬁfﬁﬁrﬁ@@ﬁ@ ! recomtand thﬁ ifaiﬁiﬂg af assistanis i @ath»ereé& of
ek, Yiee éawerqitw 6f work and extre tfhinfna can be very wositive - ‘ . 5’1
tne wvork does aol get boaring and the two jobs ccﬂg?em@nt @afh giver, .
Learning “a@th eﬁhavW@ﬁﬁna decreased 1&55 year in cemyar?ann t

; ) i
1970-71. Tadble .1 shows aﬁﬁaﬁvﬁm@n& bn Community B since it implemenied

% G

ihe Follow Through protram




fatle ¢ 3

Percent of Community B Kinrdercarten Children whg Mere
Performing in Various Phases al the £nd of the Schan)l Sgar

. Phases
) Year Ko FTUTTIUTTTT T s T nTT T
SRS & 0 S & .
1962-69 | 65 '3 14 47 g 32 .
1969-70 206 5 10 2 5 3w
1970-71 186 1 AN V- 21 32 1
en-z o8 I S ¥ -4 28 17
F— /"_.‘..;..1-, e e s o . AT, . WL, ¢ i fNe L e eomoemmii e

* Phase Y not developed

A possible explanatton for lower aihieverent is the turnover of
footh Attendants. Half of the Booth Attendants were neu to the program
f duFTno the 1971-72 school year. The: Senior Booth nttendant. who has .
.i uorked with the Learninq Booth in Follow Through for severa1 years. was
also new n her- job as tha%;raaner of other attendants. f i
The Community B booth proqram has always been very independent of
the Laboratory., %ooth prob?ems have been handled Dy the Senior Booth

- Attendaﬂt and Foll w Through staff

o . '




s o , s
oo undly € has &ﬁh@yg had @n exccai L oaroup _;éf;aﬁégj ftz ﬁdm T '.-__”~- g
o would ey "ﬁ@y arn the opst aromp e bav& in %@Ee@w uhiagwh ;: h@v - : -
i fay the wnrk aed, @5 a f@§u3 i zhere ha, bren wovy ?@&;?@ i FTL N " )
Grgr Thiy ek ne?“ andiwvﬂuaeﬁ smd arg vary 5@@@@?5%%@ @f'@&zm piber
Woa s Bopih mtt@nda - needed heigg\she}ﬁagié Witk ﬁﬁiﬁiqﬁé of 1w )
Rriny ianced Eagthﬁitteﬁdéﬂtﬁ:f@r‘aﬁdﬁtiénaﬁ %Faihiﬁw | :

Boath arhisvdueny or the past fouw weavy is. s @ﬁ%ﬁﬂ

aabei Q,a w M
7 o e _ .
Pascant of Cﬁﬂﬂunitw C ﬁ werngacten Cnfldren W dere :
Perfoming in Yarious ?ﬁ458§ ak the End of ihe. Sehopl Vear - '
’ ’ ' | Phases o { ‘ - R
B . ? ’ V ' . i ‘ o L. - ’
_ Eﬁ*&af k& X T EIVANEn i T . ”“’Tﬁ;}“”'ﬂfﬁ;“i’f _
e e SRR SRR § &3 RIS o] AR AT S
; . X ' S oL T
- O 1GRB=54 154 ral - 3F i i & - o
186976 176~ & S A0 2Y g 7
107G-7 a6 Z 2 19 38 33 .
* (. e Y .
T97T1-72 ()] ; 15 38 S
NS, - . = o o .»_..a_-.:".:_- -. e sl o o S . LS ! - " P
‘ v o ' . C ) ) R I
* Prase ¥ aol developed | - o R L
?: . -y o R o 3"? St e B ) .
. During the 1971-72 school year, data wive not reteived Tromione sch@ani
The tvrﬁwsimer ngﬁ been stﬁiéh and funds wers ngt awaiiaﬁiﬁ to, r@@Zaﬂ@ ir
. B A ,
- C . - i { R
d . . . ‘

FulTos Provided
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e, ) Lo > -~
LI . 1 .
- 4 ‘ . .
. ° . )
. ,’l
. ‘r'~ )
E K
o
o e T s s tealivie SuLDOrt f@r the Learning Eanln nas toep pa&i&%v@u', o .
iR ! o ; : ‘ L : u
o The vni~“n Thepygh project a@m%39$§ra;@r hm@qhnﬁ» rosl help ful, A -
_erablem iié pxist in th%_ §G0n wheve the Senior Booth Atfengan? N a

T cworked,  The prd ;ai dax«ngt wBNY Lhe E@n;@r Saoth ﬁ"eféaﬁ 1o leave’
- — the seheol o tr&iﬂ_aah@r.ﬁcagh Attendants. Foriymalely, very tittle'

tratnine had o be dong sirce four of tng Fioe boni atllendants hag
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=~ Comnunity B . . L

Comunity D has a good tearning 8ooth progr5 - The Senior:Booth/J“
Attepdan: has been with the program 51nce 1968 and serTs very cowpetent
in her.work. 0OF eioht Booth AttendantC, on!y two vere new to the

e
~ program 'last year.

Learning Booth‘adhievement for the past years has been as fello?s:
: .. Table .3 | SN

Percent of‘Lommunitx*b KinﬂergartenlChildreQ Who Vere-

ﬁeﬁforming‘in Vafious PnaSes at the Eod of the Schoo1‘Xéa?

e B L
- | . . Phaseo J _ _

“Year N T I 53 U §) S —
o g : -2y (3-4), - ”

Noes-69 197 7 :15 ozf_ N ”5*(1 42 ¥

Pl%9-70 85 5 7 3 20 N 15 19

‘_'71920-71f__j & . .. 5 2# L 2 0 2

Dbl P N - ; s

"+ phase i not td'ev'ew?ed :

f
j -
_ 4 v S ; -
Perhaps the ma1n reason for the s1gn1f1§§nt nise in 1971 72 ach1ev=-_ :
ment is the Tow turnoyer rate of . Booth Att~ﬂdak§; _— _
Both teach1no ass1stants and booth attendan s wovk ha]f time vn the

4;-

Learn1ng Booth The other half of the1r t1me‘”s,spent in the c]assrooms

Th1s worls VEry’WET] 1n Commun1ty 0.




V

‘Booth. . In actf in 1969 70 e]ectr1; typewrwters were ordered for first-

Ty

[Aruitoxt provided by exc I8
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' Thi- Learning Booth Proqyam has excel]ent otential that has nﬁt
been ful.s developed. Durine the 1370-71 yeaxh the Senior PAoth Attendant
left her job ear1y~1n the year The attendaaés never received adequate

follow-up training. The Semior Boobh Atteﬁ af*, durwng ‘the 1971-72 year

does. excellent work but she was unab]e to ﬁu11d the comoetencxes and

the cogfxdence of good, expeﬁ1é%ﬁ%g Booth/Attaﬁdants An addztvona]

pvoblem in- 1972 wAs the destruct1on of 7 Fo]’ow Through 33%001 by a fire.

-'Though Learning Booth mater1als were r —ordered the, ]apié in t1me .

affected the ach1evementh1n three Fo]]ow Through ylasses

o Communjty E has been a [o]low Tﬁrouqh d1str1ct 51pce 1969 The
I ; .
ach1evem1nts for the three yedrs has béen' : L

L T Table c4 -

i

cy ! / / ) .
Percent of Commun1ty E/K1nderqarten Ch11dren Who Were
DerfOlmlng in-Various. thses at the End oﬁ/the Schoo] Year

L “«.:or :
i . .

L

T
- A
I Phases

Ly
L

Yedr i

1969-70 154
1970-71 134

97172 9%

- ' / . ‘ " .
The Fo11ow Through adm1n1strat1on cdg]d not be mu"e support1ve of the

P i

Yo

4v<.Pf09ram One Program :dv1sor hac been act1ve1y 1nvo1»ed in al] Laboratory e




)
Booth training. She and the Senior Bpoth Attendant are totally
capable of so]Ving all Booth problems. During the 1971-72 school
yéar. I spent three days in Communiiy E. During this time, the

Seninr Footh Attendant and I ran workshops fo~ all Follow Through

" ¢

teachers, familiarizing them with Learning Booth procedures, goals,
and games. The interest of the teachers was very high. As & result.

some teachers expressed interest in further training so they,cou1d7

~ take children into the.Booth. _ .

! [ e

\{_. -




o APPENDIX D

EDUCATIONAL FORCES INVENTORY

SIDE ONE -
Many factors, other than children's needs, infiluence a teacher while
. . that teacher works to implement a curriculum in the classroom. This
instrument was developed tc understand more about the nature of such
influences. Think carefully -about your responses. - A thoughtful ;
response on your part w1ll contribute most to our understand1ng in A
“this area.

‘IMPGRTANT We are concerned with your honest responses and have /
asked you to provide your name._ All information collected on' this. ’
" instrument will be. kept confidential and no individual person will

be fdentiFied, However, if by including your name you will feel o
uncomforiable about the information you prov1de please do not '
include jaur name. o .

—

Please fill in-the 1nforrat10n below, then turn the sheet over and
comp]ete the: three tasks. -

"Thank you far’ your he’p

Name (P*case pr1nt) L - s /
- § owo. 7 Last . First~ ]
Ycur age (to pearest year) ; Are you in
T E] oHow Through?
. sex ,_”~¢y : For how many years? 4
Are FOu @’ parent? _ . Are you in 'Head Start?

*g ror howAMany years?.

IF yos,;1nd1catevthe number of

f?)



o R .

g 2T L ootritute emong c.m Task Three: .;,:nmnm for m._na of ».:n ._u n.,mwm
:ntww . 625 should Be G vun fo the ‘actors | the nature of its influente over your class- . -
tree, She degree of therr infigerce room teaching for the. Emn mnsuz «muw. Use
B v A SN2 LA T L . the bey am ow: .
: T3 T opedr. Fagtor: . : . .
w sare 2l b giver rore ﬁ V.= STEONG POSITIVE INFLUENCL -
" cneorge, For examele, Y yoy feel “"The school's N.vu..amm Von~4:m THAN NEGATIVE [ AFLUENCE
‘ PR Gees T oA FALILITINSY carey about nalf of a1l the F = MORE NEGATIVE VAN PRSITIVE W FLUENCE
S I Y wi e gnt that sffecs your m.‘mn_;a@. you would give. 4= m._.xoz.m NEGATIVE INFLUINCE
TG e L wla ] 2t iek LT ma‘nn o TREYSICAL FATILITIES.” 1€ you " 6. EQUALLY POSITIVE AND. ..mm>:<m Nznrcmznm
oAt Tesloeen ‘eel "SOCIAL LLYIRNNMENT™ does not influence your 6 = N0 _zm_.cnzﬂm ’
v R IIN E . c.‘f.‘iaw\ 4t w—4 we o Ane Y Ao thoaw ) ) - o
¢ - FEetIS. sl Lar? Lo uss ,w: lus ¢ty ! for nﬁ_ﬂ;n. if you .mmm_ IRe suhuol h PHYSICAL
u fert . : o 1 FACILITIES” have a strong. moﬂ:ﬁ. influence
ty past gear, “1 over your «ouns._z? put 4. "1" in:the box for
that area. . e R
 Fans” _;E;,,_%.“ _Tacrors (Reeal | T TP TUTTTTT N T _ — R
. i SEINCIFAL 1n The $Xhgot whare yoy. teach - pOints i . ; - o :
P CRNTREL TATITY RORTRYSYRRTVE SOREORREL T = ) — = = P
; . {superintendent, asst. superintendent, elfc. pofnts ) . . ’ -
W.uz!tzlnn - ?.i.i!.,”! —— A it ﬁ!«\l,..l-.‘\ — - ‘\.H: = . T h "
: QYHER TEACHERS ir your school B : Vo _ points .~ . )
TARENTS of the children 1A your class points : . S oo
_, The CURRICULIM prescribed by the district points ; s T S
H . R . - - - -
i1 dglqgml;»a €0 Peadture ecuca- T 153 ;
H ‘rional gaing . i : o e § ——— vo:..nm . ) ’
i N . s . .
;T SYRTEWTOL WARGAYES on certification, 3 o
H curriculum, grading, etc. . ) e points h . o .
The school’s PHYSICAL FACILITIES .~ . - . points o
- , . ~ : T
The SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT of the' community points : - T .
"CURRICULUN PERSONNEL that came to- your T = :
' room, €.9., resding specialist,-art’ ' . poines ) ;
teacter, psychologist 4 mm,ﬂ.ml_. services : o : : . ) . . -
- DIRECTOR of the dead ixart or follow =~ | : . ' - v
+ . Through w..em..s paints . R 4 - :
B, S e ,..!.....u...,.i..,ul i mese .-:!.l.v,-.!l (- - - s " : . . " —
) n»omﬁz RDVISOR who works =63t with you ._ uc:_ﬁ . . _ . ’
1 (t2¢ "eacher’ V1 TTRE iAlrise ASSISTANI ‘, AR Pt —— .
i {for YTeathing »uﬂm?;ﬂm_...- ?.o «m»_...:.mw . # iGL,va:_.nm % . - ‘ o
" " Tl vo.m Mn«/ku: . Lo ) ’ ‘ ’ '
/uun gh shoutd = 100 ints . . - OB
3 - ° . ) t P 5
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